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INTRODUCTION. 


Title  III  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  provides  that  the  United 
States  Railroad  Labor  Board  shall  publish  from  time  to  time  its 
ofhcial  decisions,  together  with  certain  related  data.  The  specific  re- 
quirements of  the  law  in  this  respect  are — 

Sec.  308.  The  Labor  Board — 

(5)  Shall  at  least  annually  collect  and  publish  the  decisions  and  reg:ulations 
of  the  Labor  Board  and  the  adjustment  boards  and  all  court  and  administrative 
decisions  and  regulations  of  the  commission  in  respect  to  this  title,  together 
with  a cumulative  index-digest  thereof. 

This  is  the  second  annual  edition  of  the  ‘‘  Decisions  of  the  United 
States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  ” and  covers  the  calendar  year  1921. 
The  basal  arrangement  and  the  major  divisions  of  this  volume  are 
in  the  same  general  style  and  order  as  that  adopted  for  Volume  I, 
which,  for  convenient  reference,  is  noted  herewith  as  follows: 

Part  1. — Decisions. 

Part  2. — Addenda.  ' 

Part  3. — Interpretations. 

Part  4. — Appendix. 

The  first,  second,  and  third  parts  contain  copies  of  all  decisions, 
addenda,  and  interpretations,  together  with  an  alphabetical  index 
of  carriers,  organizations,  and  subjects.  The  fourth  part,  desig- 
nated as  an  appendix,  contains  copies  of  the  orders,  regulations,  and 
announcements  issued  by  the  Labor  Board  and  the  adjustment 
boards,  and  gives  the  text  of  all  court  decisions  and  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  regulations  in  respect  to  Title  III  of  the  Trans- 
portation Act,  1920.  Three  adjustment  boards  have  now  been 
created  under  the  provisions  of  the  act.  only  one  of  which,  however, 
issued  any  decisions  during  the  year  1921. 

The  cumulative  index-digest,  as  the  title  suggests,  commences 
with  the  date  of  the  organization  of  the  Board,  April  16,  1920,  and 
extends  to  December  31,  1921 ; therefore,  this  issue  makes  available 
in  brief  form  all  decisions  and  related  data  published  to  date  by 
the  Labor  Board.  Following  the  idea  adopted  in  the  digest  in 
Volume  I,  the  present  digest  attempts  to  present  in  the  fewest  pos- 
sible words  the  principal  points  involved  in  each  case,  using  excerpts 
from  the  original  text  whenever  possible  to  do  so ; in  no  event,  how- 
ever, is  it  intended  that  these  digests  shall  modify  or  change  the 
decisions  or  the  regulations  in  any  particular.  For  official  use 
the  reader  is  expected  to  refer  to  the  published  decisions  and 
regulations,  a citation  of  which  may  be  noted  immediately  follow- 
ing the  names  of  the  parties  to  the  dispute. 
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PART  1 


DECISIONS  ::  1921 


LIST  OF  DECISIONS  ISSUED. 


Decision 

No. 

43.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Los  Angeles'  & Salt  Lake  Rail- 
road Co 

44.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway 
Co 

45.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Boston  & Maine  Railroad 

46.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York,  New  Haven  & Hart- 
ford Railroad  Co 

47.  United  Brotherhood  of  IMaintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Rutland  Railroad  Co 

48.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Rutland  Railroad  Co 

49.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Rutland  Railroad  Co 

50.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  The  Colorado  & Southern  Rail- 
way Co 

51.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  International  & Great 

Northern  Railway 

52.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  The  Denver  & Salt 

Lake  Railroad  Co 

53.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 

54.  Brotherhood  of  Dining  and  Sleeping  Car  Employees  Union  v.  Great 

Northern  Railway  Co 

55.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers,  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomo- 

tive Firemen  and  Enginemen  v.  The  Texas  & Pacific  Railway 

56.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  i\  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & 

Potomac  Railroad  Co 

57.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al  v.  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & 

Potomac  Railroad  Co 

58.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co 

59.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway 

Co 

60.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway 

Co 

61.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway 

• Co 

62.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen,  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway 

Co 

63.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway 

Co 

64.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway 

Co 

65.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway 

Co 

66  Brotherhood  of  Railway  Trainmen  p.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway 

Co 

67.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway 
Oo 
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DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOll  BOARD. 


l>ecision 

No.  Page. 

G8.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  f.  Norfolk  & AVestern  Railway 

Co 44 

69.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  &,  AVeslern  Railway 

Co 44 

70.  American  Federation  of  Railroad  AVorkers  v.  Boston  & Maine  Rail- 

road   45 

71.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & AVestern  Railway 

Co  46 

72.  Bi-otherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  A AVestern  Railway 

Co  46 

73.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway 

Co I 46 

74.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & AA^estern  Railway 

Co  47 

75.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & AA^estern  Railway 

Co  47 

76.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & AVestern  Railway 

Co  47 

77.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & AA'estern  Railway 

Co  47 

78.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & AA^estern  Railway 

Co 48 

79.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway 

Co  48 

80.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & AVestern  Railway 

Co ^ 48 

81.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & AVestern  Railway 

Co J 49 

82.  Order  of  RailM^ay  Conductors  v.  Norfolk  & AVestern  Railway  Co 49 

83.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v.  Norfolk  & AVestern  Railway  Co 49 

84.  Order  of  Railwa.y  Conductors  v.  Norfolk  & AVestern  Railway  Co 50 

85.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al  The  Denver  & Salt 

Lake  Railroad  Co 50 

86.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v,  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Rail- 
road Co 52 

87.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  The  Nashville,  Chattanooga  & 

St.  Louis  Railway 52 

88.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  The  Michigan  Central  Railroad  Co 54 

89.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Atlanta,  Birming- 

ham & Atlantic  Railway  Co 55 

90.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Missouri  & North 

Arkansas  Railroad 58 

91.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

Avay  Shop  Laborers  et  al.  v.  Erie  Railroad  Co 60 

92.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  The  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & AVestern 
Railroad  Co 70 

93.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  The  Texas  & Pa- . 

cific  Railway 71 

94.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  AVay  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway 72 

95.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon- Washington 

Railroad  & Navigation  Co 73 

96.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-AA^'ashington  , 

Railroad  & Navigation  Co 74 

97.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-AVashington 

Railroad  & Navigation  Co 74 

98.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-AVashington 

Railroad  & Navigation  Co 75 

99.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-AA''ashington 

Railroad  & Navigation  Co 75 


LIST  OF  DECISIONS  CITED. 
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Decision 

No.  rage. 

100.  Brotlierhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-Wasliington 

Railroad  & Navigation  Co 76 

101.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-Washington 

Railroad  & Navigation  Co 76 

102.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-Washington 

Railroad  & Navigation  Co 76 

103.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-Washington 

Railroad  & Navigation  Co 77 

104.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt 

Lake  Railroad  Co 77 

105.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt 

Lake  Railroad  Co 78 

106.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Kansas  City  Southern 

Railway  Co 78 

107.  Order  of  Sleeping  Car  Conductors  v.  The  Pullman  Co 78 

108.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  et  al.  v.  Akron,  Canton 

& Youngstown  Railway  et  al 79 

109.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  v.  Butler  County 

Railroad  Co 81 

110.  Railway  Efnployees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co 81 

111.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.  v.  American  Federation  of  Rail- 

road Workers  et  al 82 

112.  Railway  Express  Drivers,  Chauffeurs  and  Conductors  (Local  No. 

720  of  Chicago)  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co i.  82 

113.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  The  Chicago  & Alton  Rail- 
road Co 83 

114.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 84 

115.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co 84 

116.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co.? 85 

117.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  The  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western 
Railroad  Co 86 

118.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

v.^ay  Shop  Laborers  v.  Chicago,  Indianapolis  & Louisville  Railway.  86 

119.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  The  Atchison,  To- 

peka & Santa  Fe  Railway  et  al 87 

120.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co 96 

121.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Atlanta,  Birming- 

ham & Atlantic  Railway  Co 103 

122.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Southern  Railway  Sys-  _ 

tern 111 

123.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Terminal  Railroad  Association 
of  St.  Louis 112 

124.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  The  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chi- 
cago & St.  Louis  Railway  Co 112 

125.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern  Sys- 
tem  113 

126.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Midland  Valley  Railroad  Co 114 

127.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express 
Co 114 

128.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co 116 

129.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  v.  Chicago  & Eastern 

Illinois  Railroad 116 
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130.  United  BrotherJiood  of  Mamtenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co 117 

131.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  St.  Loiiis-San  Francisco  Rail- 

way Co IIS 

132.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Raih’oad  Co 120 

133.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steam.sliip  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad 120 

134.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co_  121 

135.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Texas  Midland  Railroad 122 

136.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  The  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & 
Western  Railroad  Co 122 

137.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  The  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & 
Western  Railroad  Co 123 

138.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Tire  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & 
Western  Railroad  Co 123 

139.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers. 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  The  Delaware,  Lackaw'anna  & 
Western  Railroad  Co 124 

140.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway  Co.  125 

141.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  Western  Maryland  Railway 
Co 125 

142.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  -and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v..  Western  Maryland  Railway  Co-  126 

143.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  The  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St. 

Louis  Railway  Co ^ 126 

144.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  The  Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co 127 

145.  Railway  Em.pl oyees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Duluth,  Missabe  & Northern  Railway  Co 128 

146.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A,  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Duluth,  Missabe  & Northern  Railway  Co 132 

147.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.  et  ah  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railway 

and  Steamship  -Clerks,  Freiglit  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees  et  al 133 

148.  Denver  Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co.  (V.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  En- 

gineers et  al 154 

149.  Petition  ef  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.  and  St.  Louis  South- 

western Railway  Co.  of  Texas  for  rehearing  on  Docket  330, 
Docket  No.  120 L56 

150.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Brooklyn  Eastern  District; 
Terminal 156 

151.  Raihvay  Express  Drivers,  Chauffeurs  and  Conductors  (Local  No. 

720)  V.  American  Railway  Express  Co 156 

152.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Chicago,  Burlington  & 

Quincy  Railroad  Co 156 

153.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts).  V.  The  Texas  & Pacific  Railway 157 

1.54.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railroad 157 

155.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Chicago,  Burlington  & Quincy  Railroad 15S 

1.56.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 159 

157.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 160 
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158.  Brotherhood  of  Ruilway  and  Steamship  Glerk.s,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Enii)ioyees  i\  Missouri  Pacitic  Railroad  Oo — 

159.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerics,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co — 

160.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers. 

Exi)ress  and  Station  Employees  v.  Jacksonville  Terminal  Co 

161.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employ^ees  r.  Missouri  l*acitic  Raiii-oad  Co__ 

162.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 

163.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers. 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 

164.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Stiition  Emplo.vees  r.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 

165.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 

166.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Fix^igM  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 

167.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 

168.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerk.s,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  Nortiiern  Pacific  Railway  Co 

109.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerk.s,  Freight  Handlers. 
Exi^ress  and  Station  Employees  r.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co 

170.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steannship  Clerks,  Fi’eight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francis<"0  Rail- 
way Co 

171.  Brotherhood  of  RaiBvay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Hannibal  Union  Depot  C-o 

172.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clei'ks,  Freight  Handlere, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  Missouri  Pacific  Railir>ad  Co 

173.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers. 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Kansas  & Texas  Rail- 
way et  al 

174.  The  Pullman  C-o.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L. 

(Federated  Shop  Crafts') 

175.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  The  Michigan  Central  Rail- 

road Co 

176.  Terminal,  Baggage.  Mail  Handlers  & Station  Employes.  T»cal  No. 

17306,  Amertean  Federation  of  Labor,  v.  The  Washington  Ter- 
minal Co 

177.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co_ 

178.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlere, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  American  Railway  Express  Co_ 

179.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegrapiiers  v.  International  & Great  Northern 

Railway 

180.  United  Brotherhood  of  IMaintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  r.  New  Orleans.  Texas  Mexico  Railway  Co 

181.  Railway  Employees'’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  17,  Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad 

182.  Brotherhoofl  of  Railway  and  StC'amship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 

183.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago  and  North  Western 
Railway  Co 

184.  Brotherhoo<l  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  i\  American  Railway  Express  Co_ 

185.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerk.s,  Freight  Handlers. 

Ex{»ress  and  Station  Employees  v.  Minneapolis.^  St.  Pan!  & Saiilt 
Ste.  Marie  Railway  Co 

186.  Brotherliood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freigiit  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  f.  Minneaix)lis,  St.  Paul  & Sault 
Ste.  Marie  Railway  Co 
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160 
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104 

165 

160 

160 

167 

16S 

109 
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187.  J.  K.  Harron  and  138  Other  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Expres'-; 

Co 1 is3 

188.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  (Texas  Lines) ESI 

189.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  184 

190.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Haiullers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Erie  Railroad  Co 184 

191.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Rail- 
way Co 1 So 

192.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  St,  Louis-San  Francisco  Rail- 
way Co 18<3 

193.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Indianapolis  Union  Railway  Co 180 

194.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Wabash  Railway  Co 187 

195.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Chicago  & North  Western 

Railway  Co 188 

196.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Central  of  Georgia  Rail 
way  Co 1 ss 

197.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Erie  Railroad  Co 189 

198.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & 
Western  Railroad  Co 189 

199.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System ) 190 

200.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas 
Railway 190 

201.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers. 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago 
& St.  Louis  Railway  Co 191 

202.  International  Union  of  Steam  & Operating  Engineers  v.  Terminal 

Railroad  Association  of  St.  Louis 192 

203.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Rail- 
way Co 192 

2,04.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis  Railway 193 

205.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway  et  al 194 

206.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Chicago  Great  Western  Railroad  Co 196 

207.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  Bangor  & Aroos- 

took Railroad  Co 107 

208.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Michigan  Central  Railroad  Co 197 

209.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 198 

210.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway  Co 200 

211.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  et  al.  v.  American  Refrigerator  Transit  Co — 201 

212.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  v.  Oregon-Washing- 

ton  Railroad  & Navigation  Co 201 

213.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freiglit  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & 
Potomac  Railroad  Co — 203 

214.  Detroit  & Mackinac  Railway  Co.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive 

Engineers  et  al 204 

215.  Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad  v.  Certain  Clerical  and  Station  Em- 

ployees  204 
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216.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborors  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co 205 

217.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  r.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  Trainmen 

et  al 206 

218.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pennsylvania  System 207 

219.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Long  Island  Railroad  Co 214 

220.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System 216 

221.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Chicago  Great  Western  Rail- 

road Co 223 

222.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.  t\  Railway  Employees’ 

Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts) 224 

223.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  r.  Chicago  Great  Western  Railroad  Co 250 

224.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  AVay  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Butler  County  Railroad  Co 2.51 

225.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  Railroad  Co.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and 

Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees  2.57 

226.  Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  Cleveland,  Cincin- 

nati, Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railway  Co 259 

227.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Texas  Pacific  Railway  Co 262 

228.  San  Diego  & Arizona  Railway  v.  Certain  Specified  Classes  of  Em- 

ployees  265 

229.  Electric  Short  Line  Railway  Co.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Locomo’tive  En- 

gineers et  al 267 

2.30.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 
way Shop  Laborers  v.  Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Railway  Co_  269 

231.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co 270 

232.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co 271 

233.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Virginian  Railway  Co 272 

234.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Co 272 

235.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Rail- 
way Co 272 

236.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Rail- 
way Co 273 

237.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Em.ployees  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Rail- 
way Co 274 

238.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System-  275 

239.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Expre.ss  and  Station  Emploj^ees  r.  Southern  Pacific  Co 275 

240.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees,  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co_  276 

241.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Richmond,  Fredericksburg 
& Potomac  Railroad  Co 277 

242.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern 
S.vstem 278 

243.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in 
Texas  and  Louisiana 278 
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244.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees  Cincinnati,  IndianapolLs  & 

Western  Railroad  Co 270 

24.5.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern 
System 2S0 

246.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System) 281 

247.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  New  York  Central 

Railroad  Co 2S1 

248.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Wa.ba.sh  Railway  Co 282 

249.  United  Brotherhood  of  IMaintenance  of  W^ay  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Sh-op  Laborers  v.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis 
Railv/ay  Co 286 

250.  United  Brotherliood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  W^estern  Railway  Co 284 

251.  United  Brotherhood  of  Alaintenance  of  W’ay  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.  (WVst  of 

Buffalo) 285 

2.52.  Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  Missorirl  Pacific 

Railroad  Co 28G 

253.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Lousiana — 288 

2-54.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Delaware,  I..aekawanna  & IVestern  Railroad  Co_  288 
255.  United  Brotherliood  of  BXaintenance  of  Wfxj  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  L'aborei’s  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 288 

2.56.  Iiitei-national  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineers  v.  ^Missouri 

Pacific  Railroad  Co 2:!0 

257.  Lbiited  Bi'(fiherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Raihvay 

Shop  Ijaborers  v.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Rail- 
way Co 2'->0 

258.  ITnited  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  W'ay  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Detroit  & Mackinac  Railway  Co 293 

259.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  Illinois  Terminal  Railroad  Co 293 

260.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  r.  IMissouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 204 

261.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana 295 

262.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System  (Eastern 
Region ) 295 

263.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freiglit  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System 2?>5 

264.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Plxpress  and  Station  Plmployees  v.  Pennsylvania  System  (Eastern 
Region ) 296 

265.  Bi-otherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  P’'reight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System  (East- 
ern Region) 2 2.16 

266.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System  (East- 
ern Region) 296 

267.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Rail- 

road Co 296 

268.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Plxpress  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System) 297 

269.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Plmployees  r.  Southern  Pacnfic  Co.  (Thicific 
System) ^ 298 
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270.  Rrotlierhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Exi>ress  and  Station  Employees  r.  American  Raihvay  Express  (\>-  299 

271.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  r.  Wabash  Railway  Co 299 

272.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  r.  Chicago  & North  Western 

Railway  Co 299 

273.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  r.  Chicago  & North  Western 

Railway  Co 300 

274.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee 

SC  Paul  Railway  Co -JOl 

275.  Brotherhood  of  Railxcay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  t\  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake 
Railroad  Co 301 

276.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlei*s, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  American  Railway  Express  Co_  302 

277.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Railway  System 303 

278.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Pixpress  and  Station  Employees  v..  Norfolk  A Western  Railroad 303 

279.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railroad 304 

280.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamphip  Clerks,  PT-eight  Htmdlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  Gulf,  Colorado  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  Co 304 

281.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  306 

282.  Brotherhood  of  RaiBvay  and  Steamship  Cleii^s,  Freight  Handlers, 

Ptxpress  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Expi’-ess  Co.  306 

283.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  307 

284.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  Norfolk  & Western  Rail- 
way Co 307 

285.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlere, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Rail- 
way Co 30.8 

286.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  P^reight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  and 
Potomac  Railroad  Co 309 

287.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  309 

288.  Brotherhood  of.  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  P^'reight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Rail- 
way Co 310 

2.89.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 
way Shop  Laborers  r.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louis- 
iana  310 

290.  New  Orleans  Great  Northern  Railroad  Co.  Brotherhood  of.  Loco- 

motive Engineers 312 

291.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Fetlerated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sanlt  Ste.  Marie  Railroad  Co_  321 

292.  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  PhilaUeiphia  & Read- 

ing Railway  Co 322 

293.  Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  Southern  Pacific 

Co.  (Pacific  System) 323 

294  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co_  324 

295.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Ajmerican  Railway  Express 
Co 325 

296.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  FreigUt  Handlers, 

Expi'ess  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express 

297.  Plrotherhood  of  Railv.my  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  American  Railway  Express 
Co 326 
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298.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freig:ht  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Amencan  Railway  Express 
Co 327 

299.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  r.  Ann  Arbor  Rail- 

road Co.  et  al 328 

300.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis  Rail- 
way  329 

SOI.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co 330 

302.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Denver  Union  Terminal  Rail- 

way Co 331 

303.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  & Louisiana 332 

304.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co_  333 

305.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co_  334 

306.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co_  335 

307.  Association  of  Colored  Railway  Trainmen  v.  Illinois  Central  Rail- 

road Co.  et  al  336 

308.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt 

Lake  Railroad  Co 337 

309.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Litchfield  & Madison  Railway  Co 337 

310.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  v.  Oregon- 

Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Cp 337 

311.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-Washington 

Railroad  & Navigation  Co 338 

312.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-Washington 

Railroad  & Navigation  Co 338 

313.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  et  al.  v.  Oregon- 

Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co 338 

314.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  et  al.  v.  Oregon- 

Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co 339 

315.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  et  al.  v.  Oregon- 

Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co , 339 

316.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  et  al.  v.  Oregon- 

Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co 339 

317.  Brotlierhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  et  al.  ty.  Oregon- 

Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co 339 

318.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co. 

( Pacific  System ) 340 

319.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co. 

(Pacific  System) 340 

320.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co. 

( Pacific  System ) 341 

321.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co. 

(Pacific  System) 341 

322.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v,  Spokane,  Portland  & 

Seattle  Railway  Co 341 

323.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Louisville  & Nashville 

Railroad  Co ^ 342 

324.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Louisville  & Nashville 

Railroad  Co 343 

325.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 344 

326.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  et  al. 

Chicago,  Terre  Haute  & Southeastern  Railway  Co 344 

327.  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  Chicago,  Terre  Haute 

& Southeastern  Railway  Co 345 

328.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad  Co 345 
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829.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 
way Shop  Laborers  r.  Denver  & Rio  Grande  Railroad 340 

330.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co 840 

331.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railroad 347 

332.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  Co 348 

333.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Wheeling  & Lake  Erie  Railway  Co 348 

334.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Cincinnati,  Indianapolis  & Western  Railroad  Co 349 

335.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance. of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway  Co 351 

336.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway  Co 351 

337.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway  Co 352 

338.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Ann  Arbor  Railroad  Co 353 

339.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Trinity  & Brazos  Valley  Railway  Co 353 

340.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana-  354 

341.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts) 

V.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  ( Pacific  System ) 355 

342.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  St.  Louis  & Hannibal  Railroad  Co 355 

343.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  t\  Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific 
Railway  Co 356 

344.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  i\  Boston  & Maine  Railroad 356 

345.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Union  Pacific  System 356 

346.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Northwestern  Pacific 

Railroad  Co.  357 

347.  Northwestern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Train- 

men et  al. 358 

348.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Northwestern  Pacific 

Railroad  Co.  359 

349.  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  Toledo  & Ohio  Central 

Railway  Co. 360 

350.  Railway  Employes’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System) 360 

351.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Rail- 
road Co.  361 

352.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Rail- 
road Co.  361 

353.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railway 
Co.  362 

354.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co 363 

355.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 364 

356.  Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  New  York  Central 

Railroad  Co.  364 

357.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Minneapolis  & St.  Louis  Railroad  Co 366 

358.  .United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 367 
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359.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Cierks,  Freight  Hamllers. 
Express  and  Station  Employees  f.  El  Paso  A;  S<jutiiwe.steru 

System 3ti7 

oGO.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerk=^,  I'T-eigbt  FIandf‘r.>. 

ExpreSvS  and  Station  Employees  r.  American  Raihvay  Express  (.’o_  3G7 

361.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Han<llers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  American  Railway  Express  t'o_  3C8 

362.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks.  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co_  36:i 

363.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks.  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co_  370 

364.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  Chicago,  Milwankee  & 

St.  Paul  Railway  Co 371 

365.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v,  Louisville  & Nashville  Rail- 

366.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Kendders, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Rail- 

367.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Marjdand  Rail- 
way Co 373 

368.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 374 

369.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  HancTiers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co_  374 

370.  Brotlierhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks.  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co_  375 

371.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  t\  American  Railway  Express  ( ’o_  376 

372.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.-  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System)  378 

373.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  «&  Santa  Fe 
Railway  System 378 

374.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific 

Railway  Co 379 

375.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Paciiic 
System ) 380 

376.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas 

and  Louisiana 381 

377.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Em.ployees  v.  Western  Maryland  Rail- 

378.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  ^^lerks.  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System ) 382 

379.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Haudiers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System ) 383 

380.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers. 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Go 384 

381.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  V'.  Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St. 

Louis  Railway  (Nashville  Terminals) 384 

?>^2.  P>roilierhoocl  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Saxilt 
Ste.  Marie  Railway  Co 3"^'5 

383.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad 

384.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers. 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad  Co 387 

385.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers. 

Express  and  Station  Eiuployees  v.  Minnea|K>Iis,  St.  Paul  A Sault* 

Ste.  Marie  Railway  Co 388 
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386.  lU-otherliacKl  of  Riiilway  and  Steamship  Clerks.  Freight  Handlei-s, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacitic  Kailroad  Co — 389 

387.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Expre.ss  and  SUition  Employees  i\  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St. 

Paul  Railway  Co 389 

388.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Haiidler.s, 

Express  and  Station  Emidoyees  r.  Pere  IMarquette  Railway  Co 35 »0 

389.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co 390 

890.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co — 390 

391.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks.  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad 
Co 390 

392.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad 
Co 391 

393.  Brotlierhocxl  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad 
Co 3i>2 

394.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Emidoyees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co 392 

395.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co_' 392 

396.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Frei.ght  Handlers, 

Exiiress  and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  MiBvaiikee  & St,  Paul 
Railway  Co 392 

397.  United  Brotherhood  of  INIaintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Central  Railroad  Co.  of  New  Jersey 393 

398.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Texas  & Pacific  Railway 394 

399.  Railvray  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Gulf  Coast  Lines 394 

400.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Soiitherii  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System) 394 

401.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts).  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway 395 

402.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  r.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 396 

403.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L,  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Gulf  Coast  Lines 397 

404.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Fetlerated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  System 397 

405.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Chica.go,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railway  Co 397 

406.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  ITay  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad  Co_  399 

407.  Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  xlmerica  v.  New  York  Central 

Railroad  Co.  (IVest  of  Buffalo) 401 

408.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana 402 

409.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 403 

410.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co 405 

411.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  r.  Pennsylvania  System 405 

412.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  AVay  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Bulfalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway 
Co 406 

413.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 

way Shop  Laborers  v.  Sioux  City  Terminal  Railway 407 

414.  Petition  of  Brotherhood  of  Painters,  Decorators  and  Paperhangers 

of  America  for  rehearing  on  Docket  No.  735,  Decision  227 
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415.  International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineers  v.  New 

York  Central  Raili‘oad  Co 408 

416.  International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineers  v.  New 

York  Central  Railroad  Co 400 

417.  Internationtal  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineers  v.  New 

York  Central  Railroad  Co 400 

418.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Long  Island  Railroad  Co 410 

410.  International  Association  of  Railroad  Supervisors  of  Mechanics  r. 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railway  Co 41.3 

420.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co 1 416 

421.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  P.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Grand  Trunk  Railway  System  (Western  Lines) 417 

422.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  P.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Detroit  & Toledo  Shore  Line  Railroad  Co 417 

423.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  P.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System) 418 

424.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  P of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co 419 

425.  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  Toledo  & Ohio  Cen- 

tral Railway  Co 419 

426.  Boston  & Maine  Railroad  et  al.  V'.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and 

Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Plandlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees et  al 421 

427.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 423 

428.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  P.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  ITillman  Co 423 

429.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  r.  Pullman  Co 424 

430.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 424 

431.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  P.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 424 

432.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 425 

433.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 425 

434.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  P.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 425 

435.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  P.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts)  V.  Pullman  Co 426 

436.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 426 

437.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  P.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 427 

438.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Sliop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 427 

439.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  17.  Pullman  Co 427 

440.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  17.  Pullman  Co 428 

441.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  P.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  17.  Pullman  Co 428 

442.  Raihvay  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts).  17.  Pullman  Co 428 

443.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  17.  Pullman  Co 429 

444.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  P.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 429 

445.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  P.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 430 
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446.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 430 

447.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 430 

448.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 431 

449.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 431 

450.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 431 

451.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 432 

452.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 432 

453.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 433 

454.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 433 

455.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Pullman  Co 433 

456.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Arizona  Eastern  Railroad  Co 434 

457.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co. 434 

458.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System ) 434 

459.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System ) 435 

460.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad 
Co.  436 

461.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co 437 

462.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Rail- 
way Co.  438 

463.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad  Co 439 

464.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad  Co 440 

465.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Rail- 
way Co 440 

466.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System) 441 

467.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Rail- 
way   ^ 442 

468.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul 
Railway  Co 444 

469.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul 
Railway  Co 445 

470.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul 
Railway  Co 446 

471.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks.  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Rail- 
way Co 447 
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472.  Brotlierhood  of  Railway  and  Steamsliip  Clerks.  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Erie  Railroad  Co 447 

473.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steam.ship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Rail- 
v/ay  Co : 418 

474.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Rail- 
way Co 448 

475.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerk.s,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul 
Railway  Co 448 

476.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamsliip  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas 
and  Louisiana 449 

477.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad 
Co.  et  al 450 

478.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Rail- 
way Co 451 

479.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  South wt^stern  Rail- 
way Co 452 

480.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 

way Co 453 

481.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Rail- 

road   455 

482.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  New  York,  Ontario 

& Western  Railway  Co 456 

483.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Philadelphia  & Read- 

ing Railway  Co 457 

484.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Colorado  & Southern  Rail- 

way Co -1-.59 

485.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  El  Paso  & South- 

western System 460 

486.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  El  Paso  & South- 

western System 461 

487.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Rail- 

road Co ^ 462 

488.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Virginian  Rail- 

way Co 463 

489.  United  Association  of  Railway  Employees  of  North  America  v. 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway  Co 464 

490.  United  Ass^>ciation  of  Railway  Employees  of  North  America  r. 

Chicago,  Terre  Haute  & Southeastern  Railway  Co 465 

491.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  t‘.  Northwestern  Pacific  Rail- 

road Co 465 

492.  United  Association  of  Railway  Employees  of  North  America  r. 

Pittsburgh  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Co 465 

493.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Chicago.  St.  Paul, 

Minneapolis  & Omaha  Railway  Co 466 

494.  'Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois 

Railroad 466 

495.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis 

& Omaha  Railway  Co ' 466 

496.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  International  & Great  North- 

ern Railway 466 

497.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Houston  & Texas 

Central  Railroad  Co 467 

498.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Bangor  & Aroostook  Rail- 

road Co : 467 

499.  Railroad  Yardmasters  of  America  v.  Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Rail- 

way Company 468 

500.  United  A.ssociation  of  Raihvay  Employees  of  North  America  v. 

Belt  Railway  Co.  of  Chicago 468 
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501.  Atchison,  Toi>eka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  et  al.  r.  United  Brother- 

hood of  Jdaintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers 409 

502.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Frei^jlit  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Nashville,  Cliattanooga  & 

St.  Louis  Railway- 478 

503.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Florida  East  Coast  Rail- 
way Co 478 

504.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  1^’.  of  L-  t Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railro.ad  Co 480 

505.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway 

Co_ 481 

500.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  handler.s. 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  I’acifle  Railroad  Co 482 

507.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co.  483 
5d8.  lirotherliood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees  f,  Colorado  & Southern  Railway 
Co 483 

509.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  iind  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handloi.-s 

Express  and  Station  Employees  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Go 484 

510.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  tiandlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System) 484 

511.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handkrs, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  -v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
Systeuf) 485 

512.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  r.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System ) 486 

513.  Brotherhof>d  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers. 

Expre.s.s  and  Station  Employees  r.  Southern  Pa.cihc  Co.  (Pacific 
System ) 486 

514.  United  BrotherhocKl  of  Maintenanc*e  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  T^-> borers  v.  St.  Louis  & Hannibal  Railroad  Co 487 

515.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenanc'e  of  Way  Employees  and  Raliway 

Shop  Lalmrers  v.  Pennsylvania  System 4,88 

516.  Railway  Employees  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co 488 

517.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Raiiwfiy 

Shop  I>aborers  r,  Pennsylvania  System 488 

518.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  ty.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad  Co 489 

519.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Lalmrers  Central  Railroad  Co.  of  New  Jersey 489 

520.  International  Brotherlmod  of  Firemen  and  Oilers  v.  Southern  Pacific 

Co.  (Pacific  System) 490 

521.  P^nited  Brothei'bood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Lalvwers  v.  Norfolk  cc  Western  Railway  Co 490 

522.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co 491 

523.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  r.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway  Co 492 

524.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Simp  Laborei*s  r.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co 493 

525.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneaixrlis  & Omaha  Railway  Co 49-1 

526.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Virginian  Railway  Co 494 

527.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Kansas  City  Southern  Rail- 

way Co 495 

528.  Brotherhood  of  Railro^ad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Interstate  Railroad  Co_  496 

529.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Station  Employees  r.  Boston  Terminal  Co_  498 

530.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v,  Wabash  Railway  Co 498 
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531.  Brotherliood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Frei£?ht  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York,  New  Haven  .S: 
Hartford  Railroad  Co 499 

532.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handl(*rs, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Rail- 
way Co 499 

533.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express'  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co 500 

534.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Flandlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Rail- 
way Co 500 

535.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific- 
System)  ,501 

536.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co 501 

537.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Rail- 
way Co 502 

538.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St. 

Paul  Railway  Co 503 

539.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co 504 

540.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co 504 

541.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Norfolk  & Western  Railroad 504 

542.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Norfolk  & Western  Railroad 505 

543.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Hocking  Valley  Railway  Co 506 

544.  Raihvay  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Boston  & Maine  Railroad : 507 

545.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop 

Crafts),  V.  Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railway  Co 508 

546.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana-  508 

547.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co 510 

548.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co 510 

549.  Knights  of  Labor  v.  Boston  & Maine  Railroad 511. 

5-50.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-Washington 

Railroad  & Navigation  Co 512 

551.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  Texas  & Pacific  Railway 513 

552.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway 

Shop  Laborers  v.  San  Antonio,  Uvalde  & Gulf  Railroad 513 

553.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Brie  Railroad  Co.  et  al 515 

554.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas 

555.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

and  Louisiana 515 

556.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co 516 

557.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co 516 

558.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co 517 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-Southwestern  Rail- 
way Co 517 

559.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Denver  & Rio  Grande  Railroad-  518 
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560.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad  Co 

561.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 

System) 

.562.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System) 

563.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul 

Railway  Co 

564.  American  Train  Dispatchers’  Association  v.  Denver  &c  Rio  Grande 

Railroad ! 

565.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co 

566.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Mavquette  Railway  Co__ 

567.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co__ 

568.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Indiana  Harbor  Belt  Railroad 
Co - 

569.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co 

570.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v,  Pennsylvania  System 

571.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System 

572.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad 
Co 

573.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul 
Railway  Co 

574.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co 

575.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Colorado,  & Southern  Railway 
Co 

576.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Rail- 
way Co 

577.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co 

578.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

Express  and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York,  New  Haven  & Hart- 
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DECISIONS  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  RAILROAD 
LABOR  BOARD. 


DECISION  NO.  13.— DOCKET  54. 

Chicago,  IlL,  January  l.'f,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Los  Angeles  Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Were  the  terms  of  an  understanding  between  the  gen- 
eral chairman  of  the  clerics’  committee  and  the  general  manager  of 
the  railroad,  on  June  29,  regarding  reinstatement  on  trial  for  a 
period  of  30  days,  of  Mr.  J.  H.  Short,  carried  out  ? 

Statement. — On  April  24,  the  position  of  division  clerk  was  cre- 
ated and  bulletined  for  bid.  Mr.  Short’s  application  for  the  position 
was  denied  and  it  was  assigned  to  an  employee  with  less  seniority. 
This  action  was  protested  and  on  June  9 a hearing  was  held  con- 
cerning same.  Following  this  hearing,  a check  was  made  of  Mr. 
Short’s  work,  the  result  of  which  was  unsatisfactory  from  the  man- 
agement’s viewpoint  and  Mr.  Short  was  dismissed  on  the  grounds 
of  inefficiency. 

On  June  16  and  IT,  a hearing  was  held  on  the  matter  of  his  dis- 
missal and  the  matter  was  appealed  to  the  general  manager  b}"  the 
committee.  On  June  29  an  agreement  was  made  between  the  general 
manager  and  the  general  chairman  that  Mr.  Short  would  be  re- 
turned to  the  position  he  held  at  the  time  of  his  dismissal,  on  pro- 
bation for  a period  of  30  days,  without  pay  for  any  time  he  had 
been  out  of  service ; that  if  he  made  good  on  his  former  position  he 
would  retain  it  with  his  former  seniority  without  prejudice,  and 
with  the  further  understanding  that  this  would  not  entitle  him  to 
the  position  of  division  clerk,  which  was  bulletined  on  April  24,  but 
Avould  not  prevent  him  from  getting  any  position  in  the  future  to 
which  his  seniority,  fitness,  and  ability  would  entitle  him. 

Mr.  Short  reported  for  work  on  June  30  in  accordance  with  the 
agreement,  but  did  not  start  to  work,  claiming  that  the  work  he  was 
offered  was  not  a part  of  the  regular  duties  of  his  former  position. 
In  response  to  an  inquiry  from  the  Board,  both  the  carrier  and  the 
employees  fetate  that  Mr,  Short  had  previously  performed  the  work 
to  which  he  was  assigned  on  returning  for  the  30-day  trial. 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  Mr.  Short  should  have  ac- 
cepted the  work  to  which  he  was  assigned  when  he  reported  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  agreement  above  referred  to,  and  the  matter  ap- 
pealed to  the  general  manager  if  it  was  thought  that  the  agreement 
was  not  being  fairly  carried  out.  Therefore,  request  for  reinstate- 
ment of  Mr.  Short  is  denied. 
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DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 


DECISION  NO.  44.— DOCKET  78. 

Chicago,  III.,  Jarmary  JJf,  1021. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  in  connection  with  bulletined  position  not 
awarded  to  employee  holding  seniority,  applying  therefor. 

Statement.^ — Kule  6 of  the  agreement  between  the  director  gen- 
eral of  railroads  and  the  Brotherhood  of  Eailway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  provides 
that  promotion  shall  be  based  on  seniority,  fitness,  and  ability ; fit- 
ness and  ability  being  sufficient,  seniority  shall  prevail. 

Decision.- — It  is  the  decision  of  the  Board,  based  on  the  evidence 
before  it,  that  Mr.  Belt  has  sufficient  fitness  and  ability;  therefore, 
he  shall  be  allowed  the  opportunity  to  qualify  for  the  position  for 
which  he  has  applied,  in  accordance  v/ith  rule  10  of  the  agreement 
above  referred  to. 

DECISION  NO.  4.5.— DOCKET  98. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  Ilf,  1021 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Boston  & Maine  Railroad. 

Question. — The  subject  matter  of  this  case  is  a dispute  betAveen 
the  Boston  & Maine  Kailroad  and  its  employees  represented  by  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees  in  regard  to  a change  in  date  of 
termination  of  pay-roll  week. 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  the  carrier  is  Avithin  its  rights 
in  changing  the  date  of  termination  of  the  pay-roll  Aveek.  It  should 
be  understood,  however,  that  this  decision  is  not  applicable  Avhere 
it  is  in  conflict  with  State  laws. 


DECISION  NO.  46.— DOCKET  99. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  Ilf,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford  Railroad 
Co. 

\ 

Question. — Dispute  in  connection  with  bulletined  position  not 
awarded  to  employee  holding  seniority. 

Statement. — Rule  6 of  the  agreement  between  the  Director  Gen- 
eral of  Railroads  and  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  reads  as 
follows : 

Promotion  basis. — Employees  covered  by  these  rules  shall  he  in  line  for 
promotion.  Promotion  shall  be  based  on  seniority,  fitness,  and  ability ; fitness 
and  ability  being  sufficient,  seniority  shall  prevail,  except,  however,  that  this 
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provision  shall  not  apply  to  the  excepted  positions  covered  in  exception  (h)^ 
rule  1,  Article  I of  this  agreement. 

Note. — The  word  “sufficient”  is  intended  to  more  clearly  establish  the  right 
of  the  senior  employee  to  bid  in  a “new  position”  or  “vacancy,”  where  two 
or  more  employees  have  adequate  “htiiess  and  ability.” 

The  intent  of  this  rule  is  to  establish  seniority  as  the  fii'st  con- 
sideration in  selecting  the  successful  applicant  for  a bulletined  posi- 
tion, but  there  must  be  coupled  with  seniority  sufficient  fitness  and 
ability  to  qualify  on  the  position  in  the  30-day  trial  provided  for  in 
rule  10. 

Decision. — Basing  its  decision  on  evidence  submitted  and  inves- 
tigation made,  the  Board  sustains  the  position  of  the  company. 


DECISION  NO.  47.— DOCKET  111.— CASE  NO.  1. 


Chicago,  III.,  January  IJ,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Rutland  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Application  of  section  3,  Article  XIII,  of  Decision  No. 
2,  to  the  positions  of  bridge  and  building  foremen. 

Statement  of  facts. — Bridge  and  building  foremen  on  this  railroad 
are  paid  a fixed  monthly  salary  covering  all  service  rendered,  without 
additional  compensation  for  overtime,  Sunday  or  holiday  work,  nor 
deduction  from  their  pay  in  case  of  a short  absence  from  their  work. 

Employees’’  position. — We  contend  that  the  foremen  in  question  be 
paid  the  increase  specified  under  section  1,  Article  III,  of  the  wage 
award,  240  times  15  cents  per  hour  instead  of  204  times,  as  specified 
under  section  3,  Article  XIII,  of  the  wage  award,  as  tJiese  men  are 
paid  under  a full  30-day  assignment,  and  our  understanding  is  that 
the  204  mentioned  under  section  3 of  Article  XIII  applies  to  26-day 
monthly  assigned  men. 

Railroad's  position. — A monthly  salary  without  overtime  for  these 
bridge  and  building  foremen  was  fixed  during  Federal  control,  by 
special  authority  of  the  regional  director,  after  considering  what 
the  earnings  of  the  foremen  would  be  for  26  eight-hour  working 
days  a month  under  Supplement  No.  8,  then  establishing  a fair  dif- 
ferential between  the  pay  of  the  men  and  the  foremen,  then  adding 
the  amount  of  earnings  from  time  actually  worked  over  eight  hours 
during  the  year  ending  August  31,  1919,  and  then  providing  for 
favorable  marginal  leeway  in  establishing  a monthly  rate. 

Considering  the  manner  in  which  the  monthly  rates  were  arrived 
at  originally  and  that  as  a rule  these  gangs  work  only  26  days  a 
month,  excepting  in  case  of  emergency,  when  they  are,  of  course,  re- 
quired to  work  Sundays  or  holidays,  the  management  interprets  De- 
cision No.  2 to  mean  that  these  monthly  paid  foremen  come  under 
section  3 of  Article  XIII,  and  should  have  added  to  their  rates,  effec- 
tive February  29,  1920,  204  times  the  hourly  rate  of  15  cents  as 
specified  in  section  1 of  Article  III. 

Decision. — Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2 clearly  covers 
the  question  in  dispute.  The  claim  of  the  emi)lo}"ees  is  therefore 
denied. 
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M DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 

DECISION  NO.  48.— DOCKET  111.— CASE  NO.  2, 

Chicago,  III.,  January  l.'i,  1021. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Rutland  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Application  of  sections  6 and  8,  Article  III  of  Decision 
No.  2,  to  positions  increased  subsequent  to  March  1,  1920. 

Statement  of  facts. — On  February  29,  1920,  track,  shop,  engine 
house,  bridge  and  building,  and  all  other  common  laborers  mentioned! 
in  sections  6 and  8,  Article  III,  of  the  wage  award,  were  receiving 
37  cents  and  38J  cents  per  hour.  These  rates  were  voluntarily  in- 
creased to  40  cents  by  the  management  May  IT,  1920. 

The  10~cent  and  8|-cent  increase  provided  for  in  sections  6 and  8, 
Article  III,  of  Decision  No.  2,  have  been  added,  respectively,  to  the 
37-cent  and  38J-cent  per  hour  rate  in  effect  February  29,  1920. 

Employees'^  position. — We  contend  that  the  10-cent  and  8^-cent 
increase  provided  for  under  sections  6 and  8,  Article  III,  of  the 
wage  award,  should  be  applied  to  the  40-cent  rate,  as  the  40-cent 
rate  was  established  under  Supplement  No.  8 to  General  Order  No. 
27,  issued  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Ad- 
ministration. 

At  the  present  time,  under  the  application  of  the  wage  award, 
sections  6 and  8 of  Article  III,  practically  all  common  laborers  in 
this  region  have  the  8^-cent  increase  applied  to  the  40-cent  rate, 
and  the  employees  in  question  feel  that  it  would  be  a great  injustice 
to  them  if  they  are  not  allowed  the  same  compensation. 

Special  attention  is  called  to  article  1,  section  G,  of  Supplement 
No.  8 to  General  Order  No.  27.  Your  attention  is  also  called  to 
Article  VI,,  paragraph  L,  of  the  national  agreement  between  the 
United  States  Railroad  Administration  and  employees  herein  men- 
tioned, effective  December  Iff,  1919.  Tour  attention  is  also  called  to 
Article  VIII  of  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Supplement  No.  8 to  General 
Order  No.  27,  first  paragraph. 

RailroacPs  position. — (1)  Quoting  from  Decision  No.  2,  “The 
intent  of  this  decision  is  that  the  named  increase,  except  as  other- 
wise stated,  shall  be  added  to  the  rate  of  compensation  established 
by  and  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Adminis- 
tration.” 

(2)  The  rates  established  by  and  under  the  authority  of  the 
United  States  Railroad  Administration  were  37  cents  and  38f  cents, 
respectively,  these  rates  being  in  effect  on  February  29,  1920,  at  the 
time  of  the  relinquishment  of  Federal  control. 

The  management,  therefore^  understands  that  it  can  not  do  other 
than  add  the  increases  of  10  cents  and  8^  cents  granted  by  the  Board 
to  the  rates  of  37  cents  and  38f  cents  and  not  to  the  40-cent  rate  made 
after  the  termination  of  Federal  control,  or,  in  other  words,  that  the 
voluntary  increases  of  3 cents  and  If  cents,  respectively,  named  by 
the  momagement  May  17,  1920,  must  be  absorbed  in  the  increases 
granted  by  Decision  No.  2. 

Decision. — Interpretation  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  2 clearly  covers 
the  question  in  dispute.  The  claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore 
denied. 


DFX'ISIONS. 


35 


DECISION  NO.  49.— DOCKET  111.— CASE  NO.  3. 


Chicago,  III.,  Januarij  JJ/,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Rutland  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Application  of  section  3,  Article  III,  of  Decision  No.  2, 
maintenance  of  certain  differentials  in  rates  of  section  foremen. 

Statement  of  facts. — Previous  to  the  application  of  Supplement 
No.  8 to  General  Order  No.  27,  it  was  the  practice  of  this  railroad  to 
pay  track  foremen  in  a certain  number  of  larger  yards  a higher  rate 
of  pay  than  that  of  other  section  foremen.  In  applying  the  terms 
of  Supplement  No.  8,  these  differentials  were  eliminated  until  April 
1,  1920,  when  the  same  differentials  that  had  existed  previous  to  the 
application  of  Supplement  No.  8 were  restored. 

Employees'^  position. — We  contend  that  as  the  practice  of  paying 
differentials  to  employees  above  mentioned  was  in  effect  prior  to 
the  application  of  Supplement  No.  8 and  also  prior  to  the  issuance  of 
the  present  wage  award,  they  should  now  remain  in  effect,  as  these 
differentials  were  restored  voluntarily  by  the  railroad  company.  It 
is  also  the  practice  of  all  other  railroads  in  this  region  to  pay  certain 
differentials  to  the  same  class  of  employees  on  their  respective 
railroads. 

We  would  also  refer  Amu  to  article  8 of  Interpretation  No.  1 to 
Supplement  No.  8 to  General  Order  27,  first  paragraph.  The  terms 
mentioned  in  this  paragraph  were  established  under  the  authority  of 
the  United  States  Kailroad  Administration,  and  we  contend  that  the 
same  terms  should  apply  under  this  wage  award,  which  reads  as 
follows : 

Add  to  the  rates  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration,  for  each  of  the  hereinafter-named  classes,  the  follow- 
ing amounts  per  hour ; * * * 

We  also  contend  that  it  would  be  a great  injustice  to  these  men 
to  take  away  what  has  already  been  gi^mn  them. 

RailrooA's  position. — The  management  interprets  Decision  No.  2 
as  not  giving  it  the  right  to  add  the  named  increase  for  section  fore- 
men to  other  than  the  rates  established  under  the  United  States 
Kailroad  Administration.  In  other  words,  the  increase  must  be 
added  to  those  rates  in  effect  February  29,  1920,  and  it  is  therefore 
precluded  from  adding  the  increase  to  the  rates  made  effective  April 
1,  1920,- after  Federal  control  had  terminated. 

By  this  interpretation  the  differentials  between  road  and  yard 
section  foremen  are,  unfortunately,  eliminated. 

Decision. — The  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2 have  been  complied 
with ; therefore,  the  Board  can  take  no  action  in  the  matter. 

The  Transportation  Act,  1920,  does  not  prohibit  the  carriers  from 
making  adjustments  such  as  are  herein  referred  to,  when  such  ad- 
justments are  agreed  upon  by  both  the  railroad  management  and  the 
employees  or  organizations  affected  thereby. 
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DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 


DECISION  NO.  50.— DOCKET  133. 

Chicago,  111.,  January  Jo,  J921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  The  Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co. 

Question. — What  shall  constitute  a seniority  district  in  the  gen- 
eral offices  of  the  Colorado  & Southern  Kailway  Co.,  Dem*er,  Colo.  ? 

The  submission  in  this  case  contains  a joint  statement  of  facts 
as  follows : 

The  company  makes  the  claim  that  the  office  of  the  auditor  of  receipts  in 
which  approi^imately  88  people  are  em])loyed  should  constitute  a seniority 
district ; also,  that  the  office  of  the  auditor  of  expenditures  in  \vhich  approxi- 
mately 33  people  are  employed  should  constitute  a seniority  district,  that  the 
office  of  the  p-eight  claim  agent  in  which  12  people  are  employed  should  con- 
stitute a seniority  district,  and  that  the  office  of  tlie  car  accountant  in  which 
approximately  23  people  are  employed  should  constitute  a seniority  district; 
while  the  committee  of  the  clerks  believe  that  the  operating  department  should 
be  one  seniority  district,  the  accounting  departmient  another,  and  the  mechanical 
department  another. 

The  contentions  of  the  employees  and  the  carrier  have  been  sum- 
marized by  the  Board  as  follows: 

The  employees  contend  that  each  general  classified  department, 
i.  e.,  operating,  accounting,  and  mechanical  departments,  of  the 
general  offices  shall  constitute  a seniority  district. 

The  carrier  contends  that  such  departments  in  each  of  the  gen- 
eral classified  departments  of  the  general  office  as  mentioned  should 
constitute  a seniority  district. 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  each  of  the  general  classified 
departments,  i.e.,  operating,  accounting,  and  mechanical,  in  the  gen- 
eral offices  of  the  Colorado  Southern  Kailway  Co.  shall  constitute 
a seniority  district. 


DECISION  NO.  51.— DOCKET  132. 

Chicago,  111.,  January  Jo,  J92J. 

American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  International  & Great  Northern 

Railway. 

Question. — Shall  Dispatcher  E,  K.  Harris  be  paid  for  six  days 
during  the  month  of  July  and  two  days  during  the  month  of  Sep- 
tember which  he  failed  to  work  on  account  of  sickness? 

The  rule  in  effect  governing  pay  for  time  lost  by  dispatchers  on 
account  of  sickness  is  as  follows : 

Chief,  assistant  chief,  regular  trick,  and  regular  relief  dispatchers  will  be 
extended  the  same  treatment  as  is  the  practice  on  each  road  to  accord  other 
division  officers  for  loss  of  time  on  account  of  sickness. 

Decision. — ^It  is  stated  by  the  carrier,  without  contradiction,  that 
it  has  not  been  the  practice  to  pay  division  officers  for  time  lost  on 
account  of  sickness  when  it  has  been  necessary  to  employ  some  one 
in  their  places,  and  that  it  was  necessary  to  employ  and  pay  the 
salary  of  some  one  in  the  place  of  Mr.  Harris  during  his  absence. 

The  claim  for  pay  for  the  six  (6)  days  lost  by  Mr.  Harris  in  July 
and  two  days  in  September  on  account  of  sickness  is,  therefore, 
denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  52.— DOCKET  58. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  22,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers,  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen,  Order  of  Railway  Conductors,  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad 
Trainmen  v.  The  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  3^ard  crew  assigned  to  service  in  Denver-Utali 
Junction  yard  for  time  on  several  dates  on  which  employees  other 
than  assigned  yardmen  were  used  to  perform  switching  service  in 
the  territory  to  which  said  crew  was  assigned. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — About  April  4,  1920,  the  main  line  of 
the  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Eailroad  was  blocked  with  snow,  and  said 
blockade  was  not  raised  until  about  May  5,  1920. 

“From  date  of  the  blockade  until  about  April  12,  the  yard  crew 
rendered  service  daily  in  the  yard  to  which  assigned.  On  April  12 
said  crew  was  notified  that  they  need  not  report  for  duty,  but  that 
they  would  be  called  when  needed.  This  yard  crew  was  called  for 
service  April  15,  23,  27,  29,  and  May  3.  On  several  other  days  dur- 
ing this  period  switching  was  performed  by  hostlers  and  yard- 
masters.” 

Decision. — After  carefully  reviewing  the  proceedings  in  this  case 
the  Board  decides  that  the  management  used  the  assigned  yard  crew 
in  such  service,  during  the  period  in  question,  as  in  its  judgment  it 
considered  necessary,  and  for  the  most  part  the  work  performed  by 
other  than  the  assigned  yard  crew  Avas  in  emergencies.  Therefore 
claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  53.— DOCKET  110. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  22,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Does  section  6,  Article  XIII,  of  Decision  No.  2,  re- 
quire the  carrier  to  furnish  a list  of  the  rates  of  pay  as  increased  by 
that  decision,  such  list  to  be  incorporated  into  the  clerks’  agreement. 

Decision. — The  intent  of  the  Board  as  expressed  in  section  6 of 
Article  XIII  Avas  that  the  rates  of  pay  as  increased  by  Decision  No. 
2 (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3),  should  become  a part  of  the  agreement,  but 
not  that  a list  of  the  rates  should  be  compiled  and  incorporated 
therein.  Therefore,  the  request  of  employees  is  denied, 


DECISION  NO.  54.— DOCKET  19. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  28,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Dining  and  Sleeping  Car  Employees  Union  v.  Great  Northern 

Railway  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  increase  in  Avages  and  change  in  working 
conditions. 

Decision.— The^  Board  has  gAen  careful  consideration  to  the  evi- 
dence submitted  and  decides  that  the  present  rates  of  pay  and  work- 
ing conditions  are  just  and  reasonable. 
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DECISION  NO.  55.— DOCKET  43. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  29,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  The  Texas  & Pacific  Railway. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Article  16,  engineers’  agreement,  reads 
as  follows: 

Terminal  Delay:  {a)  When  delayed  within  yard  limits,  initial  terminal  time 
will  be  computed  from  time  ordered  to  leave  until  after  last  stop  is  made  within 
yard  limits  on  departure. 

(&)  Pinal  terminal  delay  will  be  computed  from  time  first  stop  is  made  with- 
in yard  limits  until  engine  has  been  placed  on  the  designated  track  or  engineer 
relieved. 

(c)  Exception;  At  Gouldsboro,  Westwego  Terminal,  all  time  consumed  from 
arrival  at  yard  limits  of  Westwego  until  released  at  Gouldsboro,  on  incoming 
trips,  and  all  time  consumed  from  time  ordered  to  depart  from  Gouldsboro 
until  leaving  yard  limits  of  Westwego  on  outgoing  trips,  will  be  considered 
as  terminal  overtime,  deducting  40  minutes  for  running  time. 

{d)  When  delayed  on  departure  from  or  arrival  at  terminal,  overtime  for  all 
such  time  delayed  will  be  paid  independent  of  any  other  overtime  made  on  the 
trip.  This  does  not  apply  to  work-train  or  mine-run  service. 

Article  2,  paragraph  (&),  engineers’  schedule,  reads  as  follows: 

Through  Freight  Rates:  (b)  In  all  classes  of  road  service  an  engineer’s 
time  will  commence  at  the  time  he  is  required  to  report  for  duty  and  will  con- 
clude at  the  time  engine  is  placed  on  the  designated  track  or  relieved  by  hostler 
at  terminal.  Time  will  be  taken  fix)m  work  report  book  in  which  the  time  of 
departure  and  arrival,  together  with  the  work  report,  will  be  entered,  and 
kept  in  place  provided  on  engine.  Engineers’  time  slips  will  be  honored  pend- 
ing investigation.  If  errors  are  found,  subsequent  adjustments  will  be  made. 
Engineers  will  register  the  information  called  for  by  the  rest  register  on  back 
of  inspection  report. 

Example  1 : Grew  ordered  to  report  for  duty  at  7 a.  m.,  to  depart  7.30  a.  m. ; 

departs  8.15  a.  m.,  arrives  at  destination  at  3 p.  m. ; miles  run,  100.  Will  be 
allowed  100  miles  and  45  minutes  initial  terminal  delay. 

Example  2 : Crew  ordered  to  report  for  duty  at  7 a.  m.,  to  depart  7.30  a.  m. ; 
departs  7.30  a.  m.,  arrives  at  destination  3.30  p.  m. ; miles  run,  100.  Will  be 
allowed  100  miles  and  30  minutes  road  overtime. 

Example  3 : Crew  ordered  to  report  for  duty  7 a.  m.,  to  depart  7.30  a.  m. ; 
departs  7.45  a.  m.,  arrives  at  destination  3 p.  m.,  relieved  3.15  p.  m. ; miles  run, 
100.  Will  be  allowed  100  miles  plus  15  minutes  initial  terminal  delay,  and  15 
minutes  final  terminal  delay. 

Example  4:  Crew  reports  for  duty  at  9 a.  m.,  to  leave  9.30  a.  m.  At  9.15 

a.  m.  crew  is  required  to  begin  putting  train  together;  departs  9.45  a.  m. 
Crew  should  be  allowed  30  minutes  initial  terminal  time,  and  road  time  begins 
9.15  a.  m. 

Example  5 : Crew  called  to  report  for  duty  and  begin  work  at  8 a.  m.,  leaves 
at  8.35  a.  m.  Crew  should  be  allowed  35  minutes  initial  terminal  time,  and 
road  time  begins  at  8.35  a.  m. 

Article  10  of  the  firemen’s  agreement  reads  as  follows: 

Terminal  delay:  (a)  In  case  of  delay  at  terminals  prior  to  departure  or 
after  arrival,  for  any  cause,  overtime  will  be  allowed  independent  of  any  other 
time  made  on  trip  on  minute  basis. 

Example : When  delayed  within  yard  limits,  initial  terminal  time  will  be 
computed  from  time  ordered  to  leave  until  after  last  stop  is  made  within  yard 
limits  on  departure.  Pinal  terminal  delay  will  be  computed  from  time  first 
stop  is  made  within  yard  limits  until  engine  has  been  placed  on  the  designated 
track  or  firemen  relieved. 

Exception : At  Gouldsboro-Westwego  Terminal  all  time  consume<l  from  ar- 
rival at  yard  limits  of  Westwego  until  released  at  GouldsV>oro  on  incoming 
trips,  and  all  time  consumed  from  time  ordered  to  depart  from  Gouldsboro 
until  leaving  yard  limits  of  Westwego  on  outgoing  trips,  will  be  considered  as 
terminal  overtime,  deducting  40  minutes  for  running  time. 
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(h)  Terminal  time  can  nor  be  allo^yed  at  intermediate  points,  except  in 
case  a local  run  is  tied  up  on  road,  and  after  rest  period  is  up,  crew  is 
turned  back.  It  is  agreed  that  unusual  care  will  be  exercised  to  avoid  calling 
men  for  such  service  in  advance  of  time  they  will  be  rrxiuired. 

(c)  Payment  of  terminal  overtime  to  firemen  on  Bunkie-Melville  mixed  run, 
in  addition  to  the  arbitrary  allowed  on  this  run. 

Terminal  overtime  should  be  paid  for  all  time  delayed  in  the  terminal,  de- 
ducting the  actual  time  consumed  in  turning  the  engine. 

Article  9 (a)  firemen’s  schedule  reads  as  follows: 

Beginning  and  ending  of  day  and  calling  time:  (c)  In  all  classes  of  road 
service  a fireman’s  time  will  commence  at  the  time  he  is  required  to  report 
for  duty,  and  will  conclude  at  the  time  the  engine  is  placed  on  the  designated 
track  or  relieved  by  hostler  at  terminal.  Time  will  be  taken  from  work  re- 
port book  in  which  the  time  of  departure  and  arrival  together  with  the  work 
report  Avill  be  entered,  and  kept  in  place  provided  on  engine.  Firemen’s  time 
slips  will  be  honored  pending  investigation.  If  errors  are  found,  subsequent 
adjustments  will  be  made.  Firemen  will  recister  the  information  called  for  by 
the  rest  register  on  back  of  inspection  report. 

Example  1 : Crew  ordered  to  report  for  duty  7 a.  m.,  to  depart  7.30  a.  m. ; 
departs  8.15  a.  m.,  arrives  at  destination  at  3 p.  m. ; miles  run,  100.  Will  be 
allowed  100  miles  and  45  minutes  initial  terminal  delay. 

Example  2:  Crew  ordered  to  report  for  duty  7 a.  m.,  to  depart  7.30  a.  m. ; 
departs  7.30  a.  m.,  arrives  at  destination  3.30  p.  m. ; miles  run,  100.  Will  be 
allowed  100  miles  and  30  minutes  road  overtime. 

Example  3:  Crew  ordered  to  report  for  duty  7 a.  m.,  to  depart  7.30  a.  m. ; 
departs  7.45  a.  m.,  arrives  at  destination  3 p.  m.,  relieved  3.15  p.  m. : miles 
run,  100.  IVill  be  allowed  100  miles  plus  15  minutes  initial  terminal  delay  and 
15  minutes  final  terminal  delay. 

Example  4 : Crew  reports  for  duty  at  9 a.  m.,  to  leave  at  9.30  a.  m. ; at 
9.15  a.  m.  crew  is  required  to  begin  putting  train  together;  departs  9.45  a.  m. 
Crew  should  be  allowed  30  minutes  initial  terminal  time,  and  road  time  begins 
9.15  a.  m. 

Example  5 : Crew  called  to  report  for  duty  and  begin  work  at  8 a.  m., 
leaves  at  8.35  a.  m.  Crew  should  be  allowed  35  minutes  initial  terminal  time, 
and  road  time  begins  at  8.35  a.  m. 

Deeisio^i. — The  Board  decides  that  the  rules  set  out  below  are  just 
and  reasonable: 

First.  When  the  train  reaches  the  final  terminal  before  overtime 
commences,  calculated  from  the  time  of  reporting  for  duty,  the 
special  payments  will  be  allowed  at  one-eighth  of  the  daily  rate. 

Second.  If  the  train  is  not  on  overtime  on  arrival  at  the  final 
terminal,  but  the  overtime  period  commences  before  final  release, 
calculated  from  the  time  of  reporting  for  duty,  special  payments 
accruing  up  to  the  period  when  overtime  commences  will  be  allowed 
on  the  basis  of  one-eighth  of  the  daily  rate,  but  time  thereafter  shall 
be  paid  on  the  actual  minute  basis  of  three-sixteenths  of  the  daily 
rate. 


DECISION  NO.  56.—DOCKET  102-1. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  29,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Rich- 
mond, Fredericksburg  & Potomac  Railroad  Co. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — On  this  road,  prior  to  General  Order  No.  27,  over- 
time and  terminal  delay  on  through  freight  trains  was  paid  at  a rate  computed 
by  taking  one-eighth  of  the  trip  rate,  or  one-eighth  of  108  miles,  the  mileage  of 
the  trip.  Under  General  Order  No.  27  and  Supplement  No.  16  to  this  General 
Order  this  method  was  continued  or  maintained. 
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Under  Supplement  No.  25  to  General  Order  No.  27  overtime  was  paid  at  a 
rate  computed  by  taking  three-sixteenths  of  the  daily  or  mileage  rate  for  100 
miles,  whereas  terminal  delay  and  switching  at  terminals  before  overtime 
began  was  paid  for  on  the  basis  of  “ former  ” overtime  rates,  that  is,  one- 
eighth  of  the  trip  rate  of  108  miles.  (See  rules  15,  20,  22,  24,  and  28.) 

Under  Decision  No.  2 (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3)  the  management  now  pays  foi’ 
terminal  delay  and  switching  at  terminals  before  overtime  begins  on  the  basis 
of  one-eighth  of  the  mileage  rate  for  100  miles. 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  the  present  practice  of  the 
management  is  just  and  reasonable  and  should  be  continued. 


DECISION  NO.  57.—DOCKET  102-2. 

Chicago^  III.,  January  29,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Rich- 
mond, Fredericksburg  & Potomac  Railroad  Co. 

Joint  statement  of  facts.- — “Prior  to  General  Order  Xo.  27  pas- 
senger trainmen  making  less  than  155  miles  on  any  calendar  day  on 
which  they  performed  service  were  paid  minimum  daily  rates  as 
f ollovys : Conductors,  $4.50  per  day ; baggagemen,  $2.90  per  day ; flag- 
men and  brakemen,  $2.70  per  day.  On  certain  runs  between  Rich- 
mond, Va.,  and  Washington,  D.  C.,  a distance  of  approximately  116 
miles,  a crew  leaving  Richmond  on  the  first  day  of  the  month  and 
not  returning  until  the  second  day  of  the  month  were  paid  the  above 
rates  for  each  trip,  with  overtime  after  one  hour  late  on  schedule  of 
each  train.  If  the  crew  returned  from  Washington  on  the  same  day 
it  left  Richmond,  the  home  terminal,  they  were  paid  on  the  turn- 
around basis  for  232  miles  at  the  mileage  rates  then  obtaining,  viz, 
2.9  cents  for  conductors,  1.65  cents  for  baggagemen,  and  1.6  cents 
for  flagmen  and  brakemen,  ivith  overtime  after  one  hour  late  on 
schedules  of  each  leg. 

“ General  Order  No.  27  made  no  change  in  the  method  of  payment 
for  this  service,  but  simply  increased  the  mileage  and  dail}^  rates. 
Supplement  No.  16,  however,  provided  that  all  passenger  service 
should  be  paid  on  the  turn-around  basis,  unless  the  men  considered 
their  existing  overtime  provisions  more  favorable.  The  men  on  this 
road  adopted  the  turn-around  basis,  Avith  overtime  figured  on  a speed 
basis  of  20  miles  per  hour,  time  beginning  wdien  first  required  to  re- 
port for  duty  on  the  initial  trip  and  ending  when  released  from  duty 
at  end  of  return  trip  at  home  terminal.  All  reference  to  the  calendar 
day  was  eliminated,  except  that  the  rate  paid  under  General  Order 
No.  27  to  trains  that  had  been  paid  minimum  days  under  the  calendar 
day  rule  Avas  preserved  for  these  trains  which  are  noAv  operated  as 
legs  of  turn-around  runs.  The  language  of  the  present  schedule  pre- 
serving these  rates  is  as  follows : 

“ Where  on  trains  prior  to  April  10,  1919,  trainmen  were  paid  the  minimum 
daily  rates,  such  payments  and  rates  will  be  continued — that  is,  conductors, 
$5.25 ; baj2:gagemen,  $4.01 ; flagmen  and  brakemen,  $3.77. 

“ These  trains  now  form  legs  of  turn-around  runs,  being  at  present  82,  9,  19, 
30,  61,  91,  and  1-80.  In  case  of  material  future  change  in  schedule,  the  com- 
mittee shall  designate  the  same  number  of  substitute  trains. 

“Under  Supplement  No.  25  to  General  Order  No.  27  this  rule  and 
m.ethod  of  payment  for  such  runs  or  trains  v^as  not  changed.” 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  the  present  practice  of  the 
carrier  in  paying  for  the  service  in  question  is  just  and  reasonable. 
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DECISION  NO.  58.— DOCKET  112. 

Chicago,  III.,  Jannary  29,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  returning  extra 
gang  foreman  to  the  position  of  yard  section  foreman,  from  which 
position  he  was  displaced  by  former  3'ard  section  foreman  who  was 
temporarily  appointed  as  roadmaster  on  another  territory, 

Statement  of  facts. — The  facts  in  the  case  have  been  summarized 
by  the  Board  as  follows : When  the  Salina  Northern  was  taken  under 
P"ederal  control  and  operated  by  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co., 
Mr,  J.  W.  Gorman,  at  that  time  yard  section  foreman  at  Junction 
CiGq  was  transferred  to  the  position  of  roadmaster  at  the  Salina 
Northern,  Mr,  W.  T.  Collins  being  appointed  as  3^ard  section  fore- 
man, Junction  City.  At  the  termination  of  the  operation  of  the 
Salina  Northern  as  a part  of  the  Union  Pacific,  Mr.  Gorman  was 
returned  to  the  position  of  3^ard  section  foreman  at  Junction  City, 
displacing  Mr.  Collins,  who  was  assigned  as  extra  gang  foreman  on 
the  Kansas  Division. 

Employees’  position. — We  contend  that  Mr.  W.  T.  Collins  was  removed  from 
Junction  City  yards  without  cause,  inasmuch  as  Supplement  No.  8,  article  3, 
])aragraph  E,  specifically  states  that  a man  should  be  given  30  days  to  qualify 
for  a promotion,  and  as  I^Ir.  J.  W.  Gorman  served  in  the  official  capacity  of 
roadmaster  on  the  Salina  Northern  Railroad  for  a period  of  17  months,  we  con- 
sider that  he  has  lost  all  seniority  rights  with  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad,  and 
we  further  contend  that  it  is  a direct  violation  of  our  national  agreement ; 
article  3,  paragraph  E,  covers  our  contention  in  the  case.  We  contend  that 
]\Ir.  W.  T.  Collins  should  he  reinstated  to  his  former  position  with  full  remunera- 
tion for  all  time  lost  while  so  displaced. 

Railroad^s  position. — The  railroad’s  position  is  summarized  as  fol- 
lows: Mr.  J.  W.  Gorman  was  appointed  roadmaster  of  the  Salina 
Northern  with  the  understanding  that  he  would  retain  his  seniority 
and  right  to  return  to  his  old  position  as  section  foreman.  Junction 
City,  at  the  termination  of  the  operation  of  the  Salina  Northern 
as  a part  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad,  which  understanding  was 
agreed  to  by  his  supervising  officers,  and  upon  his  release  from  his 
temporary  assignment  he  was  returned  as  section  foreman,  Junction 
City,  displacing  Mr.  W.  T.  Collins.  Mr.  Collins  was  given  another 
position  at  satisfactory  compensation. 

Decision. — In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  operation  of  the  Salina 
Northern  by  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Avas  only  a temporary  ar- 
rangement made  during  Federal  control,  the  Board  decides  that  the 
transfer  of  Mr.  Gorman  should  likeAvse  be  considered  temporary  and 
therefore  denies  the  claim  of  the  employees  for  reinstatement  of  Mr. 
W.  T.  Collins. 


DECISION  NO.  59.— DOCKET  118-A. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  29,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Nor- 
folk & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Was  the  raihva}^  within  its  right,  and  did  it  comply 
with  the  proAusions  of  Supplement  No.  25  to  General  Order  No.  27,  in 
changing  the  home  terminal  from  Columbus  to  Portsmouth,  Ohio? 
Decision. — Y es. 
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DECISION  NO.  60.— DOCKET  118-B. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  20,  1021. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherlwod  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Nor- 
folk & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  reclassification  of  services  which,  if  granted, 
would  have  the  effect  of  increasing  the  present  rates  of  pay  for 
“ shifter  ” and  “ mine  run  ” service. 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  the  present  rule  and  practice  is 
just  and  reasonable. 


DECISION  NO.  61.— DOCKET  118-C. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  20,  1021. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Nor- 
folk & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Controversy  over  the  application  of  the  provisions  of 
Supplement  No.  16  to  General  Order  No.  27  to  the  rates  of  pay  in 
branch  line  service.  The  runs  in  controversy  were  increased  under 
section  (c),  Article  V of  the  Supplement. 

Decision. — ^The  Board  decides  that  the  railway  has  properly  ap- 
plied the  provisions  of  Supplement  No.  16  to  General  Order  No.  27 
to  the  runs  in  branch  line  service. 


DECISION  NO.  62.— DOCKET  118-D. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  29,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question.— Request  that  rate  for  “ baggagemen  handling  express,” 
section  (a),  Article  I,  of  Supplement  No.  16,  be  incorporated  into 
trainmen’s  schedule. 

Decision. — The  claim  of  the  employees  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  63.— DOCKET  118^G. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  new  rule  covering  handling  of  baggage 
and  of  joint  baggage  and  express,  reading  as  follows: 

On  trains  or  in  baggage  cars,  where  the  quantity  of  express  is  less  than 
the  baggage,  passenger  brakemen  will  be  assigned  in  accordance  with  seniority, 
and  designated  as  baggagemen.  All  rates  and  rules  applicable  thereto  shall 
apply. 

On  trains  or  in  baggage  cars  where  the  baggage  approximates  or  exceeds 
the  amount  of  express  in  any  10-day  period,  a passenger  brakeinan  will  be 
assigned  with  seniority  and  designated  as  baggageman. 

All  rates  and  rules  applicable  thereto  will  apply. 

On  new  runs  established  on  and  after  June  1,  1920,  exclusive  baggage  or 
joint  baggage  and  express  service  may  be  established,  provided  a passenger 
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brakeman  is  assigned  in  accordance  with  seniority  and  designated  as  bag- 
gageman. 

All  rates  and  rules  applicable  thereto  shall  apply. 

Decision, — The  rule  proposed  affects  the  obligations  of  this  car- 
rier and  of  the  express  company  under  the  existing  contract  between 
the  parties. 

The  express  company,  party  to  this  contract,  and  also  the  employees, 
joint  baggage  and  express  messengers  in  the  employ  of  the  express 
company,  who  are  governed  by  the  provisions  of  the  agreement 
between  the  American  Kailway  Express  Company  and  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees,  were  not  a party  to  the  present  dispute. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  Board  has  not  jurisdiction  to  decide 
that  the  proposed  rule  is  just  and  reasonable. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  four  parties  concerned,  the  carrier,  the 
express  company,  the  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  and  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Emplo3^ees,  confer  with  a view  to  determining 
the  controversy  among  themselves. 


DECISION  NO.  64.— DOCKET  118-1. 

Chicago,  Til.,  January  29,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Controversy  over  rule  pertaining  to  duration  of 
agreement.” 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  the  rule  agreed  to  by  the  con- 
ductors, as  regulating  relation  of  time  within  its  scope,  is  just  and 
reasonable  and  shall  be  adopted  by  the  trainmen. 


DECISION  NO.  65.— DOCKET  118-K. 

Chwago,  III.,  January  29,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  new  rule  reading: 

When  a foreman  forfeits  seniority  as  such,  as  provided  in  section  (e),  he 
may  displace  any  junior  helper. 

Section  (e)  reads: 

When  the  force  is  reduced,  the  youngest  yardmen  in  the  service  will  be  first 
reduced  and  so  on  in  turn  according  to  their  age  in  the  service.  A yard  foreman 
refusing  to  take  a crew  when  he  stands  for  it  or  gives  up  a crew  and  goes 
back  to  helping,  he  then  forfeit.^  his  standing  as  a foreman,  and  must  go 
behind  all  promoted  men  as  a foreman,  but  this  is  not  to  interfere  with  his 
seniority  standing  as  a helper,  nor  to  be  construed  to  mean  he  will  not  again 
be  permitted  to  be  used  as  a foreman  Vv'hen  his  turn  again  comes. 

Decision. — Request  denied.  The  Board  decides  that  the  existing 
rule  and  practice  is  just  and  reasonable  as  regulating  the  matter 
within  its  scope. 
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DECISION  NO.  66.— DOCKET  118-L. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  29,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Kequest  for  new  rule  reading: 

Any  vacancies  occurring  in  the  ranks  of  yardmen  will  be  tilled  with  pro- 
motable  men.  This  in  no  way  to  interfere  with  the  rights  of  yardmen  in  the 
service  of  the  company.  The  organizations  represented  in  this  agreement  will 
be  insured  not  less  than  85  per  cent  of  the  men  employed  in  the  yard,  and  will 
be  given  preference  in  the  employment  of  yardmen  available. 

Decision. — Request  denied.  The  Board  decides  that  the  present 
rule  or  practice  is  just  and  reasonable  as  regulating  the  matter  with- 
in its  scope. 


DECISION  NO.  67.— DOCKET  118-N. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  29,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  new  rule  reading : 

Yardmen  riding  cars  on  hump  or  gravity  yards  will  not  be  required  to  con- 
trol more  than  one  car  unless  they  are  coupled  together. 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  the  present  rule  or  practice  is 
just  and  reasonable  as  regulating  the  matter  within  its  scope. 


DECISION  NO.  68.— DOCKET  118-0. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  29,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  new  rule  reading : 

In  filling  switchtenders’  positions,  preference  will  be  given  to  partially  dis- 
abled former  yard  and  train  service  employees. 

Decision. — While  it  is  customary  to  give  yard  and  train  service 
employees  the  preference  to  such  positions,  to  make  it  obligatory 
wmuld  occasionally  shut  out  other  employees.  The  Board  therefore 
decides  that  the  present  rule  or  practice  is  just  and  reasonable.  Re- 
quest is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  69.— DOCKET  118-P. 

Chicago,  III.,  January  29,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  Yard  Brakeman  W.  J.  Underwood  and 
others,  working  as  hump  riders  ” for  eight  hours’  pay  on  overtime 
basis.  They  were,  during  a shift  of  eight  consecutive  hours,  worked 
under  two  different  yard  conductors. 

Decision. — Claim  denied.  The  Board  decides  that  payment  as 
made  is  just  and  reasonable. 
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DECISION  NO.  70.— DOCKET  38. 

Chicago,  III.,  Fehniary  Jt,  1921. 

American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  Boston  & Maine  Railroad. 

Question. — The  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  is,  and 
has  been  for  a lon^  time,  an  organization  of  railroad  emplo3^ees. 
On  and  prior  to  February  29,  1920,  and  thereafter  it  had  among  its 
membership  approximately  900  employees  of  the  Boston  & Maine 
Railroad.  The  working  conditions  of  a number  of  these  employees 
were  regulated  by  the  national  agreement  of  September  20,  1919, 
between  the  Director  General  of  Railroads  and  the  Associated  Shop 
Crafts.  The  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  was  not  a 
party  to  this  agreement. 

Rule  35  of  that  agreement  provides  in  part : 

Should  any  employee  subject  to  this  agreement  believe  he  has  been  unjustly 
dealt  with,  or  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  agreement  have  been  violated,  the 
case  shall  be  taken  to  the  foreman,  general  foreman,  master  mechanic  or  shop 
superintendent,  each  in  their  respective  order,  by  the  duly  authorized  local 
committee  or  their  representatives. 

“ The  duly  authorized  local  committee  ” was  interpreted  by  the 
appropriate  authority  of  the  Railroad  Administration  to  mean  the 
committee  of  the  organization  party  to  the  agreement. 

A short  time  prior  to  April  16,  1920,  certain  employees  of  the 
Boston  & Maine  Railroad,  whose  working  conditions  were  regulated 
by  the  said  agreement  and  who  were  members  of  the  complainant  or- 
ganization and  not  members  of  the  organizations  parties  to  this 
agreement,  felt  themselves  aggrieved  with  reference  to  their  work- 
ing conditions  and  accordingly  presented  their  grievances  to  the  or- 
ganization of  which  they  were  members  with  the  request  that  the 
said  organization  seek  redress  thereof  by  conference  with  the  carrier 
in  the  manner  provided  by  section  301  of  the  Transportation  Act, 
1920.  These  employees  and  a number  of  other  employees  whose 
working  conditions  were  regulated  by  the  said  agreement,  mem- 
bers of  the  complainant  organization,  expressly  designated  and  au- 
thorized a committee  of  the  complainant  organization  as  their  agents 
and  representatives  to  represent  them  in  all  proceedings  and  confer- 
ence authorized  by  the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 

The  said  committee  duly  requested  a conference  with  the  author- 
ized and  designated  officer  of  the  carrier  on  the  subject  matter  of 
the  said  grievances.  Conference  was  refused  by  that  officer  and  also 
by  the  chief  executive  of  the  ‘carrier  for  the  reason  that  the  com- 
mittee seeking  conference  was  not  the  duly  authorized  committee 
of  an  organization  party  to  the  agreement  as  required  by  rule  35  and 
its  interpretation. 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  section  301  makes  it  the  duty  of 
the  officers  of  the  Boston  & Maine  Railroad  to  confer  with  the  com- 
mittee of  the  complainant  organization  on  the  subject  matter  of 
grievances  of  members  of  the  said  organization,  employees  of  the 
said  carrier,  arising  since  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act, 
1920,  although  the  subject  matter  relates  to  working  conditions  regu- 
lated by  the  national  agreement  of  September  20,  1919,  the  provi- 
sions of  the  said  agreement  or  any  interpretations  thereof  made  by  or 
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under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Kailroad  Administration 
to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

This  decision  shall  not  be  construed  as  affecting  or  modifying  the 
obligations  of  the  said  agreement  except  to  the  extent  stated." 


DECISION  NO.  71— DOCKET  118-J. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trammen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Eequest  that  yardmen  handling  work  or  wreck  trains 
in  yard  limits  be  paid  yard  rates  instead  of  road  rates,  to  be  shown 
as  last  paragraph  of  Article  I (f),  reading: 

When  yardmen  handle  wreck  or  work  trains  within  yard  limits,  they  will 
receive  yard  rates. 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  “ work  train  rates  of  pay  ” 
shall  be  paid  for  work  train  service  regardless  of  where  service  is 
performed,  providing  this  ruling  is  not  in  conflict  with  any  schedule 
rules  or  established  practice  now  in  effect. 


DECISION  NO.  72— DOCKET  118-P. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921, 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  E.  L.  Wilkerson  and  W.  C.  Blister  for 
seniority  rights  over  Ed.  Cardwell, 

Decision. — The  matter  complained  of  in  the  dispute  having 
occurred  before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  by 
w^hich  this  Board  was  created;  and  the  Board  being  of  the  opinion 
that  the  act  was  not  intended  to  have  a retroactive  or  retrospective 
effect,  the  Board  decides  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  dispute. 


DECISION  NO.  73.—DOCKET  118-Q. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921, 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trammen  v.  Norfolk  & \Yestern  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  T.  W.  Crews,  yard,  brakeman,  for  one  day’s 
pay  at  time  and  one-half  account  working  on  regular  assignment, 
3 p.  m.  until  11  p.  m.,  September  24,  1919,  eight  hours,  then  trans- 
ferred to  another  crew  account  short^e  of  men,  and  wmrked  from 
11  p.  m.,  September  24,  to  1.45  a.  m.,  September  25,  1919,  two  hours 
and  forty-five  minutes. 

Decision. — ^The  matter  complained  of  in  the  dispute  having 
occurred  before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  by 
which  this  Board  was  created;  and  the  Board  being  of  the  opinion 
that  the  act  was  not  intended  to  have  a retroactive  or  retrospective 
effect,  the  Board  decides  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  dispute. 
The  docket  is  therefore  closed. 
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DECISION  NO.  74.— DOCKET  118-R. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921, 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  Ernest  Asbury  for  reinstatement  with  pay  for 
time  lost.  Was  dismissed  on  January  8,  1920. 

Ded<sion. — The  matter  complained  of  in  the  dispute  having 
occurred  before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  by 
which  this  Board  was  created;  and  the  Board  being  of  the  opinion 
that  the  act  was  not  intended  to  have  a retroactive  or  retrospective 
effect,  the  Board  decides  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  dispute. 
The  docket  is  therefore  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  75.— DOCKET  118-S. 

a 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  D.  W.  Clark,  passenger  brakeman,  for  one 
‘ day’s  pay  at  local  freight  rates  for  performing  certain  service  on 
June  28,  1919. 

Decision — The  matter  complained  of  in  the  dispute  having  oc- 
curred before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  by  which 
this  Board  was  created;  and  the  Board  being  of  the  opinion  that 
the  act  was  not  intended  to  have  a retroactive  oi:  retrospective  effect, 
the  Board  decides  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  dispute.  The 
docket  is  therefore  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  76.— DOCKET  118-U. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co 

Question. — Request  that  seats  be  placed  on  Mallet  and  class  M-2 
engines. 

Decision. — The  management  has  stated  that  there  are  274  en- 
gines involved,  about  one-half  of  which  have  been  equipped  to 
date  and  the  remainder  would  be  equipped  as  soon  as  practicable. 
The  management  estimates  that  the  work  will  be  completed  on  or 
before  June  1,  1921.  The  Board  decides  that  this  properly  dis- 
poses of  the  matter. 


DECISION  NO.  77.— DOCKET  118-V. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  that  Robert  Cheatham  be  taken  out  of  service. 
On  April  8,  1919,  he  failed  to  flag  a passenger  train. 

Decision. — The  matter  complained  of  in  the  dispute  having  oc- 
curred before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  by  which 
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this  Board  was  created;  and  the  Board  being  of  the  opinion  that 
the  act  was  not  intended  to  have  a retroactive  or  retrospective  effect, 
the  Board  decides  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  dispute.  The 
docket  is  therefore  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  78.— DOCKET  118-W. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1021. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  that  freight  brakemen  be  assigned  to  trains  37 
and  38  instead  of  passenger  brakemen. 

Decision. — This  is  in  effect  a request  to  classify  service.  The  run 
is  a “mixed  run.”  The  management  contends  it  is  a passenger  run 
handling  freight,  and  the  emploj^ees  contend  it  is  a freight  run 
handling  passengers. 

Since  1904  these  trains  have  been  manned  by  one  conductor  and 
one  flagman,  both  qualified  passenger  men.  The  Board  decides  that 
a change  from  that  arrangement  is  not  now  warranted. 


DECISION  NO.  79.— DOCKET  118-X. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  K.  S.  Vickers,  yard  conductor,  for  pay  at 
work  train  conductors’  rate  under  Article  1 (h)  of  the  agreement, 
reading : 

Yardmen  assigned  to  duties  other  than  their  regular  duties  will  be  paid 
the  established  rate  for  the  service  performed,  but  in  no  case  shall  the  yard- 
men so  assigned  be  paid  less  than  on  the  basis  of  their  regular  rates. 

Decision. — The  matter  complained  of  in  the  dispute  having  oc- 
curred before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  by  which 
this  Board  was  created;  and  the  Board  being  of  the  opinion  that 
the  act  was  not  intendecl  to  have  a retroactive  or  retrospective  effect, 
the  Board  decides  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  dispute.  The 
docket  is  therefore  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  80.— DOCKET  118- Y. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  that  John  Mason,  switchman,  Bluefield,  be 
taken  out  of  service  account  of  insubordination. 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  the  request  shall  be  declined. 
Evidence  presented  indicates  this  man  has  been  employed  as  a yard 
brakeman  since  October  10,  1903.  The  particular  offense  complained 
of  in  this  case  was  investigated  by  the  officers  of  the  railroad  and 
they  permitted  Mr.  Mason  to  return  to  work  after  he  had  lost  some 
time  pending  the  investigation. 
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DECISION  NO.  81.— DOCKET  118-Z. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Eequest  that  E.  Collins,  passenger  brakeman,  be  re- 
instated and  paid  for  time  lost.  Dismissed  in  April,  1919,  for  un- 
satisfactory service. 

Decision. — The  matter  complained  of  in  the  dispute  having  oc- 
curred before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  by  which 
this  Board  was  created;  and  the  Board  being  of  the  opinion  that 
the  act  was  not  intended  to  have  a retroactive  or  retrospective  ef- 
fect, the  Board  decides  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  dispute. 
The  docket  is  therefore  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  82.— DOCKET  123-B. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Controversy  over  the  meaning  of  the  term  “outlying 
points  ” as  used  in  deadhead  rule,  reading  in  part  as  follows : 

When  deadheading  under  orders  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  company,  full 
pay  of  their  respective  classes  will  be  allowed.  When  deadheading  to  relieve 
men  at  outlying  points  who  obtain  leave  of  absence  of  their  own  volition,  one- 
half  pay  will  be  allowed,  except  in  case  of  sickness,  when  full  pay  will  be 
allowed. 

Decision. — At  the  hearing  of  this  case  before  the  Board  it 
developed  that  this  was  a request  to  interpret  the  meaning  of  a rule 
over  which  it  was  not  shown  that  a bona  fide  dispute  actually  ex- 
isted; that  is,  a claim  for  pay  under  the  rule  and  involving  the 
question  asked  has  not  been  officially  passed  upon  by  the  carrier. 
The  case  is,  therefore,  tlismissed  as  the  requirements  of  the  Trans- 
portation Act,  1920,  have  not  been  complied  with. 


DECISION  NO.  83.— DOCKET  123-C. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — {a)  Time  claims  of  Conductors  Lineberry  and  Hatcher 
of  the  Winston-Salem  Division  for  pay  for  terminal  overtime  dur- 
ing June,  1919,  as  provided  for  in  paragraphs  (d),  (e),  and  (f)  of 
article  27  of  Bates  of  Pay  and  Begulations,  effective  October  18, 
1917. 

(6)  Time  claim -of  Conductor  H.  H.  Dickerson  and  others,  for 
20  hours  and  40  minutes,  account  laying  in  Bluefield  and  Boanoke  in 
June,  1919,  when  emergency  crews  were  added  to  the  list  in  viola- 
tion of  rules. 

(<?)  Time  claims  of  Conductor  H.  B.  Eaton  for  continuous  time 
September  5,  1919,  account  being  relieved  under  14  hours  as  provided 
99915°— 22 4 
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for  in  paragraph  (a),  article  49,  Hates  of  Pay  and  Hegulations,  ef- 
fective October  18,  1917. 

Decision. — (a),  (6),  and  (c).  The  matters  complained  of  in  these 
disputes  having  oc;curred  before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation 
Act,  1920,  by  which  this  Board  was  created;  and  the  Board  being 
of  the  opinion  that  the  act  was  not  intended  to  have  a retroactive 
or  retrospective  effect,  the  Board  decides  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction 
of  the  dispute.  The  docket  is  therefore  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  84.— DOCKET  12S-D. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921. 

Order  of  Hallway  Conductors  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railv/ay  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  that  a self-propelling  clamshell  used  on  main 
track  by  masonry  forces  be  classed  as  a work  train. 

Decision. — Claim  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  85.— DOCKET  60. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers;  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fireraen 

and  Enginemen;  Order  of  Railway  Conductors;  Brotherhood  of  Railroad 

Trainmen  v.  The  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  Engineers  E.  E.  Anthony,  W.  "VV.  Bush,  L. 
Myers,  and  Wm.  Lewis,  Firemen  H.  E.  Bains,  W.  A.  Tappen,  O.  L. 
Boot,  and  L.  H.  La  Chappelle,  Conductor  W.  G.  Beddin,  and  Brake- 
man  D.  M.  MacBitchie  for  time  held  out  of  service  and  no  reason 
given. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Engineer  Anthony,  Fireman  La  Chappelle,  Con- 
ductor Reddin  and  Brakeman  MacRitchie  were  assigned  to  snovT>low  service, 
with  three  additional  locomotives  assisting  account  *liea\w  snow  conditions. 

On  April  20,  1920,  after  a blockade  of  17  days,  plow  had  reached  a point 
about  one-half  mile  from  the  summit,  when  it  was  found  they  were  short  of 
water.  They  .were  at  this  time  at  milei>ost  66  working  east.  They  were  in- 
structed to  return  to  Ranch  Creek,  which  is  milepost  72.80,  for  water.  On 
arrival  at  Ranch  Creek,  it  was  decided  by  the  crew  on  plow  that  they  should 
have  coal  before  proceeding.  The  ofhee,  on  being  advised  of  this,  instructed  that 
they  return  to  Arrow  at  milepost  76.49  for  coal,  Arrow  being  the  designated 
terminal  for  assigned  snowplow  crews.  On  arrival  at  Arrow  Conductor  Reddin 
received  the  following  message ; 

“ Tie  up  at  Arrow  at  12.00  midnight,  and  resume  duty  at  12.05  a.  m.” 

When  conductor  transmitted  this  mesvsage  to  engine  crew,  it  veas  decided  that 
inasmuch  as  they  were  to  tie  up,  they  might  as  well  tie  up  until  mornmg,  where- 
upon each  member  of  the  crew  was  requested  to  file  a message  stating  they 
required  rest.  On  receipt  of  this  information,  all  members  of  the  crew,  except 
the  assigned  men,  were  instructed  to  deadhead  to  Tabernash,  which  is  milepost 
89,  a regular  district  terminal. 

On  April  21  the  master  mechanic,  P.  H.  Limbach,  at  Tabernasli,  received  the 
following  message  from  chief  dispatcher: 

“ Do  not  use  Engineers  Rush,  Myers,  and  Lewis,  Firemen  Rains,  Root, 
Tappen,  and  La  Chapelle  on  first  district  until  otherwise  instructed.” 

Upon  learning  that  he  had  i3een  baived  from  service  on  fii*st  district,  Engineer 
Rush  sent  the  following  message  to  the  chief  dispatcher: 
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“ I am  instructed!  by  P.  H.  L.  that  I am  ordere<l  out  of  service  on  first  dis- 
trict over  your  sicmature.  Ilesi>ectfully  request  AAiiat  circumstances  has  neces- 
sitated this  action.” 

Under  date  of  April  23,  having  received  no  reply  to  above  message.  Engineer 
Rush  filed  the  following  message  to  the  general  superintendent : 

“ Will  you  kindly  iUA’estigate  why  myself  and  others  have  been  barred  from 
service  on  first  district  over  signature  of  L.  B.  C.  (these  being  the  initials  of 
chief  dispatcher)  ? ” 

Engineer  Rush  received  no  reply  to  this  message.  Engineer  Anthony  and 
fireman,  the  assigned  crew,  remained  at  Arrow,  and  on  April  27  got  in  com- 
munication with  ]\Ir.  Spahr,  assistant  sui>erintendent,  on  telephone  and  Avere 
advised  by  Mr.  Spahr  that  he  was  not  going  to  use  them.  Conductor  Reddin 
and  Brakeman  MacRitchie  were  i>ermitted  to  return  to  Avork  on  April  28,  after 
a conference  with  Assistant  Superintendent  Spahr.  On  May  16,  1920,  an 
inA'estigation  AA'as  begun,  same  being  conducted  by  assistant  superintendent  and 
road  foreman  of  equipment.  After  obtaining  statement  of  conductor,  certain 
defendants  declined  to  proceed  with  inA^estigation  until  such  time  as  superin- 
tendent of  motive  power  aa^s  present.  Whereupon  iiiA’estigation  Avas  postponed 
until  the  folloAving  day.  Avhen  it  was  found  necessary  by  the  railroad  to  further 
postpone  it,  the  company  contending  that  certain  important  Avitnesses  AA^ere  not 
available.  On  this  date  all  the  employees  concerned  AAere  advised  they  might 
return  to  their  former  positions  pending  completion  of  the  inA’estigations. 

Decis/o'/i.— Under  agreement  rule  unassigned  creAvs  in  snowplow 
serAuce  Avere  entitled  to  be  paid  the  same  as  if  engaged  in  freight 
seiwice,  but  there  is  eAudence  that  the  company  desired  to  change  this 
condition  and  reclassify  snowplow  as  w^ork-train  seiwice,  as  is  indi- 
cated in  Dockets  86  and  57  which  are  a part  of  the  cases  before  this 
board.  It  is  apparent  that  the  message  directing  crews  to  ‘‘  Tie  -up 
at  Arrow  at  12  midnight  and  return  to  duty  at  12.05  a.  m.”  vras 
intended  to  break  the  continuity  of  serAuce  of  the  unassigned  crews 
engaged  in  snowplow  serAuce  and  thus  deprii'e  them  of  compensation 
which  might  accrue  under  the  agreement  rule,  iiarticularly  the  puni- 
tive or  time  and  one-half  oA^ertime. 

At  the  time  of  this  occurrence,  when  all  hands  Avere  trying  to  break 
the  snow  blockade  and  get  the  road  open,  it  would  appear  that  the 
men  might  have  proceeded  under  protest  and  later  submitted  their 
pay  claims  for  adjudication.  HoAAWver,  the  fact  that  the  men  had 
knowledge  that  efforts  were  being  made  to  abrogate  the  rules  of  their 
agreement  and  reclassify  snoAvplow  service  can  not  be  disregarded, 
and  it  was  an  ill-adAused  time  for  dispatcher  or  other  officials  of  the 
company  to  attempt  by  telegraphic  instructions  or  otherwise  to  re- 
duce the  compensation  of  the  men  who  were  laboring  under  the 
extreme  conditions  which  existed. 

These  particular  claims  are  based  upon  the  fact  that  men  in  ques- 
tion were  taken  out  of  serAuce  AAuthout  iuA’^estigation.  Rule  52  of  the 
engineers’  agreement  reads  as  follows : 

En.s^ineers,  firemen  or  hostlers  avIU  not  be  disciplined  except  for  good  and 
sufficient  cause,  and  in  case  an  engineer,  fireman  or  hostler  is  suspended  pend- 
ing iiiA^estigation.  he  shall  be  so  notified  and  a decision  rendered  Avithin  fiA'e 
(5)  days,  the  suspended  engineer,  fireman,  or  hostler  shall  receive  one  full  day’s 
pa.v  for  each  and  eA'ery  day  he  is  held  off  after  five  (5)  days’  limit  until 
decision  is  rendered. 

Rule  32  of  the  trainmen’s  agreement  reads : 

Any  trainman  deeming  he  has  been  un.instly  dealt  with  shall  haA*e  the  right 
to  a full  investigation  if  he  so  desires,  and  if  it  is  decided  that  he  has  been 
wrongfully  disciplined  he  Avill  be  reinstated  and  paid  not  less  than  he  A\muld 
have  received  had  he  remained  in  the  service.  His  appeal,  however,  must  be 
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made  within  ten  (10)  days,  and  he  will  be  given  a hearing  within  ten  (10) 
days  from  the  date  of  such  appeal,  when  possible. 

It  being  clear  that  the  engineers  and  firemen  involved  were  dis- 
ciplined and  removed  from  service  in  first  district  wdthout  investi- 
gation and  not  permitted  to  wmrk  there  nor  assigned  elsewhere  for 
several  days  thereafter — investigation  was  begun,  but  subsequent!}^ 
abandoned  and  the  men  were  restored  to  service — the  Board  there- 
fore decides  that  under  the  rules  the  claims  for  time  lost  by  them  are 
sustained. 

The  conductor  and  brakeman  were  restored  to  service  within  a few 
days  and  no  time  claims  w^ere  presented  within  time  limit  of  the 
rule.  The  agreement  reached  when  they  resumed  duty  should  be 
observed  by  both  parties. 


DECISION  NO.  86,— DOCKET  96. 

Chicago,  III.,  Fehruary  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Are  baggage  and  express  agents  employed  at  Milford, 
Utah,  and  Caliente,  Nev.,  employees  of  the  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake 
Railroad  Co.,  and  governed  by  the  provisions  of  the  clerks’  national 
agreement,  or  employees  of  the  American  Railway  Express  Co.,  and 
governed  by  the  provisions  of  the  express  employees’  agreement,  or 
are  they  employees  of  both  the  express  company  and  the  railroad 
and  governed  by  the  provisions  of  both  agreements? 

Statement. — The  employees  in  question  perform  work  for  both 
the  American  Railway  Express  Co.  and  the  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake 
Railroad  Co.  They  are  hired  and  disciplined  by  the  express  com- 
pany, but  are  paid  for  that ‘portion  of  the  work  which  they  perform 
for  the  railroad  by  the  railroad  company  direct,  and  for  that  portion 
wRich  they  perform  for  the  express  comp^^ny  by  the  express  com- 
pany direct ; and  have  been  paid  on  the  basis  established  in  Sup- 
plement 19  to  General  Order  No.  27  and  the  agreement  in  effect  be- 
tw^een  the  American  Railway  Express  Co.  and  the  Brotherhood  of 
Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Sta- 
tion Employees,  dated  February  25,  1920. 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  the  employees  in  question  are 
in  fact  employees  of  the  American  Railway  Express  Co.  .Therefore, 
they  shall  be  paid  on  the  basis  established  in  Supplement  No.  19  to 
General  Order  h^'o.  27,  the  express  employees’  national  agreement, 
and  Decision  No.  3 (Dockets  4,  5,  and  6)  of  this  Board. 


DECISION  NO,  87.— DOCKET  100. 

Chicago,  III.,  Fel)ruary  l9,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  The  Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis  Rail- 
way, 

Question. — Does  the  position  of  chief  clerk  to  the  agent  of  the 
Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis  Railway  at  Chattanooga,  Tenn., 
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come  within  the  scope  of  the  national  agreement  with  the  Brother- 
hood of  Eailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees,  as  defined  in  Article  I thereof? 

Statement. — On  March  1,  1920,  the  salary  of  the  chief  clerk’s 
position  in  question  was  increased  from  $168  per  month  to  $180  per 
month,  and  the  representatives  of  the  employees  requested  that  the 
position  be  bulletined  for  bid,  as  provided  in  rule  No.  12  of  the 
agreement.  The  basis  of  this  request  was  that  the  change  in  rate 
did  not  result  from  negotiations  for  adjustment  of  a general  char- 
acter, being  a change  of  a rate  of  a specified  position  for  a par- 
ticular reason,  and,  therefore,  constituted  a new  position,  as  pro- 
vided in  rule  17  of  the  agreement.  Eule  12  of  the  clerk’s  agreement 
reads  as  follows: 

Bulletin — Rule  12.  New  positions  or  vacancies  will  be  promptly  bulletined 
in  agreed-upon  places  accessible  to  all  employees  affected  for  a period  of  five 
( 5 ) days  in  tbe  districts  where  they  occur ; bulletin  to  show  location,  title, 
hours  of  service,  and  rate  of  pay.  Employees  desiring  such  positions  will 
file  their  application  with  the  designated  official  within  that  time,  and  an 
assignment  will  be  made  within  five  (5)  days  thereafter;  the  name  of  the 
successful  applicant  will,  immediately  thereafter,  be  posted  for  a period  of 
five  (5)  days  where  the  position  was  bulletined. 

This  rule  shall  not  apply  to  laborers ; or  to  other  than  clerical  positions 
except  as  may  be  agreed  upon  between  the  management  and  representatives 
of  the  employees. 

Eue  17  of  the  clerks’  agreement  reads  as  follows: 

Change  in  rates — Rule  17.  Except  when  changes  in  rates  result  from  nego- 
tiations for  adjustments  of  a general  character,  the  changing  of  a rate  of 
a specified  position  for  a particular  reason  shall  constitute  a new  position. 

Eule  1,  Article  I,  of  the  clerk’s  agreement  defines  the  scope  of 
the  agreement  and  provides,  under  the  title  “ Exceptions  ” that  the 
agreement  shall  not  apply  to  certain  classes  of  employees,  among 
which  are  the  chief  clerks  of  supervisory  agents  at  the  larger  sta- 
tions and  personal  office  forces  of  such  officers  as  superintendent, 
or  their  equals  or  superiors  in  official  rank.  Paragraph  {h)  under 
title  “ Exceptions,”  rule  1,  Article  I,  of  the  clerk’s  agreement  reads 
as  follows: 

(&)  This  agreement  shall  not  apply  to  chief  clerks  of  supervisoiy  agents 
at  the  larger  stations  (see  note),  foremen  who  sui>ervise  subforemen,  or  the 
personal  office  forces  of  such  officers  as  trainmaster,  division  engineer,  master 
mechanic  or  their  equals  or  superiors  in  official  rank  unless  these  employees 
are  now  covered  by  agreements  or  as  may  be  agreed  upon  between  the  manage- 
ment and  the  employees ; or  the  personal  office  forces  of  such  officers  as  super- 
intendent or  their  equals  or  superiors  in  official  rank;  or  the  personal  office 
forces  of  general  officers ; or  employees  assigned  to  road  service  where  special 
training,  experience,  and  fitness  are  necessary.  The  employees  covered  by 
this  paragraph  shall,  however,  retain  their  seniority  rights  as  provided  in 
Article  III. 

Personal  office  forces  will  vary  according  to  the  organization  of  the  rail- 
roads, departments,  and  offices  involved;  therefore,  the  positions  constituting 
personal  office  forces  can  not  be  designated  for  all  railroads,  departments,  and 
offices.  They  include  positions  of  a direct  and  confidential  nature  and  it  is 
the  intent  that  the  duties  and  responsibilities  shall  govern.  The  appointing 
officer  shall  be  the  judge,  subject  to  appeal  as  provided  in  Article  IV  in  the 
event  of  questions  arising  as  to  the  justification  for  the  classification. 

Note. — As  it  is  impracticable  to  designate  “ larger  stations  ” for  all  railroads,' 
the  proper  officer  of  (.he  railroad  and  the  representative  of  the  employees  should 
agree  upon  the  proper  classification  with- right  of  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the 
officer  if  no  agreement  is  reached. 
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The  employees  conteTid  that  the  term  “ supervisory  a^ent  *’  as  used 
in  paragraph  (5),  under  title  “Exceptions,”  ox  rule  1,  Article  I, 
refers  to  am  agent  who  exercises  supervision  over  more  tlian  one 
freight  station  in  the  same  city  or  tov/n,  and  also  contend  that  the 
position  in  question  would  not  be  excepted  as  personad  office  force, 
because  it  was  not  of  a direct  and  confidential  nature. 

The  carrier  contends  that  tlie  agent  at  Chattanooga  is  a supein-isory 
agent,  and  that  the  chief  clerk  is,  therefore,  excepted  from  the  ap- 
plication of  the  clerlts’  agreement. 

The  fact  that  the  position  is  or  is  not  of  a direct  and  confidential 
nature  has  no  bearing  in  this  particular  case,  inasmuch  as  the 
language  “of  a direct  and  confidential  nature”  in  panigraph  (^)  of 
rule  1,  refers  only  to  the  personal  office  forces  of  such  officers  as 
superintendents  or  their  equals  or  superiors  in  rank,  or  the  personal 
office  forces  of  general  officers.  Neither  is  the  fact  that  the  ag^ent  at 
this  station  is  a supervisory  agent  sufficient  to  bring  the  position  ox 
chief  clerk  within  the  excepted  class.  The  rule  explicitly  excepts 
chief  clerks  of  supervisory  agents  at  the  larger  stations  only. 

Therefore,  the  question  to  be  decided  is  whether  or  not  Chatta- 
nooga, Tenn.,  is  one  of  the  larger  stations  on  the  Nashville,  Chatta- 
nooga & St,  Louis  Kailway. 

Decision. — Tliis  Board  decides  that  Chattanooga,  Tenn.,  comes 
within  the  class  of  “larger  stations”  referred  to  in  paragraph  (6), 
under  title  “ Exceptions,”  rule  1,  Article  I,  of  the  agreement  with 
the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees. 

Therefore,  the  position  of  chief  clerk  to  the  agent  is  not  within 
tlie  scope  of  the  agreement  and  request  of  employees  that  it  be 
bulletined  for  bid  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  88.—DOCKET  140. 

Chicago,  III.,  Fehritary  19,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  The  Michigan  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Hoes  the  position  of  night  oil-house  man  at  Winona, 
Mich,,  come  within  the  scope  of  the  agreement  with  the  ITiited 
Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  M^ay  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  as  defined  in  Article  I thereof,  and  should  overtime  worked 
by  the  occupant  of  the  position  be  paid  for  on  the  basis  established 
in  sections  1)  and  (<28)  of  Article  V of  the  agreement? 

iSt at ement. —The  employees  contend  that  the  position  in  question 
comes  within  the  scope  of  the  maintenance  of  way  employees’  agi'ee- 
ment  and  that  overtime  worked  by  the  occupant  should  be  paid  for 
on  the  basis  established  in  sections  (a  1)  and  (a  8)  of  Article  V 
thereof.  The  carrier  contends  that  the  position  does  not  come  within 
the  scope  of  the  agreement  referred  to,  and,  therefore,  the  overtime 
provisions  as  established  in  Article  V are  not  applicable  to  overtime 
worked  by  the  occupant  of  the  position.  Article  I of  the  maintenance 
of  way  employees’  agreement  defining  the  scope  thereof  reads  as 
follows : 
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These  rules  govern  the  hours  of  service  aajl  working  conditions  of  all  em- 
ployees in  the  maintenance  of  way  department  (not  including  supervisory  forces 
above  the  rank  of  foremen  and  not  including  the  signal,  telegraph,  and  telephone 
maintenance  departments),  shop  and  roundhouse  laborers  (including  their  gang 
l^ders),  transfer  and  turntable  oi>erators,  engine  watchmen,  pumpers  and  high- 
way crossing  watchmen,  except  the  following : 

(a)  Employees  provided  for  in  the  national  agreement  with  the  mechanical 
ci’afts  dated  September  20,  1919. 

(&)  Clerical  forces  and  other  employees  provided  for  in  Articles  I and  II, 
Supplement  No.  7,  General  Order  No.  27. 

(c)  Boarding  car  and  camp  employees  provided  for  in  Supplement  No.  18 
to  General  Order  No.  27. 

They  supersede  all  rules,  practices  and  working  conditions  in  conflict 
therewith. 

It  is  understood  that  this  agreement  does  not  annul  agreements  already  in 
effe<?t  wdth  other  organizations  unless  and  until  a majority  of  the  employees 
concerned  express  a desire  for  a change. 

Decision. — ^The  Board  decides  that  the  position  of  night  oil-house 
man  on  the  Michigan  Central  Kailroad  at  Winona,  Mich.,  does  not 
come  within  the  scope  of  the  maintenance  of  way  employees’  na- 
tional agreement  as  defined  in  Article  I thereof. 

Therefore,  the  overtime  provisions  as  established  in  Article  V 
of  this  agreement  do  not  apply  to  overtime  worked  by  the  occupant 
of  this  position. 


DECISION  NO.  89.— DOCKET  142. 

Chicago,  III.,  Fel)ruary  21,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers;  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen;  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen;  Brotherhood  of  Rail- 
way and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees; Order  of  Railway  Conductors;  American  Train  Dispatchers’  Asso- 
siation;  Railway  Employees’  Department,  American  Federation  of  Labor; 
International  Association  of  Machinists;  International  Alliance  of  Amalga- 
mated Sheet  Metal  Workers;  Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen  of  America; 
International  Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers;  International  Brotherhood 
of  Boilermakers,  Iron  Ship  Builders  and  Helpers  of  America;  International 
Brotherhood  of  Blacksmiths,  Drop  Forgers  and  Helpers;  Order  of  Railroad 
Telegraphers;  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and 
Railway  Shop  Laborers  v.  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Railway  Co. 

Question. — The  carrier  herein  v/as  a party  to  Decision  No.  2 of 
this  Board.  On  December  29,  1920,  the  carrier  served  substantially 
the  following  notice  of  termination  on  the  representatives  of  the 
organizations  parties  to  the  present  dispute. 

You  are  hereby  notified,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  a certain  agree- 
ment entered  into  by  and  betw^een  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration 
having  control  of  the  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Railroad  and  the  em- 
ployees thereon  represented  by  your  organizations  requiring  30  days’  notice  in 
writing  to  change  the  agreement,  that,  on  account  of  present  conditions,  the 
rates  of  pay  for  all  employees  of  the  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Rail- 
way Co.  covered  by  said  agreements  now  in  effect  will,  on  and  after  February 
1,  1921,  be  reduced  by  one-half  of  the  sum  of  all  increases  effective  since  De- 
cember 31,  1917.  In  aU  other  respects  the  agreement  "will  remain  unchanged. 

On  December  29,  1920,  a conference  was  had  between  the  officers  of 
the  carrier  and  the  general  committees  representing  the  organizations 
so  notified,  at  which  conference  the  said  officers  presented  evidence 
to  the  chairmen  tending  to  show  that  the  carrier  was  financially 
unable  to  pay  the  rates  of  wages  determined  to  be  just  and  reasonable 
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by  Decision  No.  2 of  this  Further  time  for  consideration  of 

the  acceptance  of  the  wages  offered  was  given  the  representatives  of 
the  organizations. 

On  January  10,  1921,  a further  conference  took  place  at  which  the 
representatives  of  the  said  organizations  notified  the  carrier  that 
these  organizations  refused  to  accept  the  wages  offered,  and  re- 
quested that  the  carrier  refer  the  controversy  to  this  Board  for  de- 
cision, continuing  to  pay  the  rates  of  wages  provided  for  in  De- 
cision No.  2 until  this  Board  should  render  its  decision  on  the  dispute. 

In  reply  to  this  demand  the  carrier  took  the  following  position : 

Our  reply  to  your  contention  that  the  railway  company  should  appeal  to  the 
United.  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  for  a reduction  of  wages  and,  pending 
action  on  such  appeal,  should  continue  to  pay  the  present  scale  of  w'ages  is 
as  follows : The  only  ground  upon  which  a wage  re<luction  of  one-half  of  the 
sum  of  all  increases  effective  since  December  31,  1917,  is  based  is  the  failure 
of  the  road  to  earn  the  money  with  which  to  pay  the  wages.  We  have  failed 
to  make  our  operating  expenses  every  month  since  the  termination  of  the 
Federal  guaranty.  * * * This  condition  creates  a situation  so  serious  in 

the  financial  affairs  of  the  company  as  to  make  it  of  compelling  necessity  that 
the  proposed  reduction  shall  become  eftective  in  accordanc'e  with  the  notices 
already  given,  namely,  February  1,  1921. 

On  January  11,  1921,  further  conference  was  had  at.  which  the 
carrier  expressed  a willingness  to  refer  the  controvei*sy  to  this 
Board,  but  insisted  that  the  wage  reduction  should  go  into  effect  on 
February  1. 

On  January  6,  1921,  this  Board  received  a request  from  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  organizations  concerned  that  this  Board  intervene 
for  the  purpose  of  requiring  the  carrier  to  hold  in  abeyance  the  reduc- 
tion of  wages,  pending  further  hearing  and  decision  by  this  Board. 

On  January  14,  1921,  the  carrier  placed  before  the  Board  tran- 
script of  proceedings  of  the  conferences  on  January  10  and  11,  1921. 

On  January  19,  1921,  the  organizations  parties  to  the  dispute  again 
requested  that  this  Board  intervene,  and  that  it  direct  the  carrier 
to  recall  its  notice  of  reduction  of  wages  pending  the  decision  of 
the  Board. 

On  January  21,  1921,  the  Board  notified  the  parties  that  it  had 
taken  jurisdiction  of  the  dispute. 

On  January  25,  1921,  this  Board  heard  the  representatives  of  the 
2:>arties,  at  wdiich  hearing  the  carrier  presented  evidence  tending  to 
show  its  financial  inability  to  pay  the  wages  decided  by  this  Board 
in  Decision  No.  2 to  be  just  and  reasonable.  No  claim  was  made  by 
the  carrier  at  said  hearing  that  said  wages  Avere  unjust  or  unreason- 
able,  except  in  so  far  as  the  carrier’s  financial  condition  might  affect 
their  justness  and  reasonableness. 

On  January  27,  1921,  this  Board  passed  a resolution  providing 
in  part : 

That  no  change  of  any  kind  in  the  rates  of  pay  of  tliis  carrier  sliall  be  made 
except  by  agreement  between  the  parties  until  the  dispute  is  heard  and  oppor- 
tunity given  for  the  Board  to  decide. 

February  10,  1921,  was  set  as  the  date  for  the  presentation  of  such 
further  evidence  and  argument  as  the  parties  desired  to  offer.  The 
resolution  also  suggested  further  conference  between  the  parties  and 
that  effort  be  made  on  their  part  to  agree  on  a settlement. 
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On  receiving  notice  of  this  resolution  the  carrier  rescinded  its 
order  providing  for  reduction  of  pay  etfective  February  1. 

On  February  1,  accordingly,  a further  conference  was  had  between 
the  officers  of  the  carrier  and  the  representatives  of  the  employees. 
At  this  conference  the  carrier  again  presented  evidence  tending  to 
show  financial  inability  to  pay  the  wages  provided  by  Decision  No. 
2.  The  carrier  did  not  contend  at  this  conference  the  wages  set  by 
Decision  No.  2 were  not  just  and  reasonable,  except  in  so  far  as  the 
financial  condition  of  the  carrier  might  affect  their  justness  and 
reasonableness. 

On  February  10,  1921,  the  hearing  before  this  Board  continued,  at 
which  hearing  the  carrier  presented  evidence  tending  to  show  the 
financial  inability  of  this  carrier  to  pay  the  wages  decided  to  be  just 
and  reasonable  by  this  Board  in  Decision  No.  2.  Evidence  was  also 
submitted  of  the  value  to  the  community  served  of  the  service  of  this 
carrier. 

It  appears  from  the  record  (Transcript  of  Proceedings,  February 
10,  1921,  pp.  528  and  529)  that  the  carrier  did  not  set  up  as  a ground 
for  the  proposed  reduction  any  reduction  in  the  cost  of  living. 

On  February  10  a member  of  the  Board  asked  for  information  re-' 
lating  to  the  cost  of  living  in  February,  1921,  and  in  comparison  with 
May  1,  1920,  and  Augmst  1,  1920,  and  for  other  information. 

On  February  14,  1921,  the  hearing  proceeded,  and  at  this  hearing,'^ 
for  the  first  time,  the  carrier  made  claim  that  the  cost  of  living  in  the 
section  served  by  this  carrier  had  materially  declined  since  July  20, 
1920,  the  date  of  Decision  No.  2 of  this  Board,  and  submitted  evi- 
dence collected  between  February  10  and  February  14  tending  to 
show  a reduction  in  living  costs,  x^t  this  hearing  the  carrier  con- 
tended, for  the  first  time,  that  the  wages  fixed  by  Decision  No.  2 
were  not  just  and  reasonable  for  a reason  other  than  its  alleged  finan- 
cial inability  to  pay  such  wages. 

Decfinon.—lii  view  of  the  fact  that  the  record  clearly  shows  that 
no  conference  has  been  had  between  the  parties  with  reference  to  the 
justness  or  reasonableness  of  the  wages  fixed  by  Decision  No.  2 of  this 
Board,  the  Board  does  not  deem  it  necessary  to  decide  to  what  ex- 
tent, if  at  all,  a carrier’s  financial  condition  is  a factor  in  the  deter- 
mination of  just  and  reasonable  wages  to  be  paid  by  such  carrier. 

In  the  judgment  of  this  Board  the  conferences  heretofore  held  do 
not  constitute  a compliance  with  section  301  of  the  Transportation 
Act,  for  the  reason  that  no  conference  has  been  had  between  the  par- 
ties with  reference  to  the  justness  and  reasonableness  of  the  present 
wages. 

It  is  the  decision  of  this  Board  that  it  is  without  jurisdiction  to 
determine  the  present  dispute  until  section  301  has  been  complied 
with  by  conference  of  the  parties,  the  subject  matter  of  which  con- 
ference shall  be  whether  the  present  wages  are  just  and  reasonable,  * 

The  Board  further  decides  that  further  consideration  of  this  dis-' 
pute  be  deferred  until  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  that  the  parties 
have  conferred  and  disagreed  on  the  question  of  whether  present 
wages  are  just  and  reasonable,  based  on  the  relevant  circumstances  as 
required  by  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  or  until  parties  have  re-^ 
fused  to  enter  into  conference  on  the  said  question. 
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DECISION  NO.  90.— DOCKET  172. 

Chicago,  III.,  February  21,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers;  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fii-emen 
and  Enginemen;  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen;  Order  of  Railway  Con- 
ductors; American  Train  Dispatchers  Association;  Railway  Employees’  De- 
partment, American  Federation  of  Labor;  International  Association  of 
Machinists;  International  Alliance  of  Amalgamated  Sheet  Metal  Workers; 
Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen  of  America;  Interaational  Brotherhood  of 
Electrical  Workers;  International  Brotherhood  of  Boilermakers,  Iron  Ship 
Builders  and  Helpers  of  America;  International  Brotherhood  of  Black- 
smiths, Drop  Forgers  and  Helpers;  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v. 
Missouri  & North  Arkansas  Railroad. 

Question. — The  Missouri  Kortli  Arkansas  Railroad,  the  carrier 

party  to  this  dispute,  was  a party  to  the  dispute  upon  which  De- 
cision No.  2 was  rendered  on  July  20,  1920,  and  paid,  pursuant  to  the 
decision,  the  wages  determined  therein  to  be  just  and  reasonable  to 
February  1,  1921,  and  also  applied  the  increased  rates  authorized  by 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  provide  adequate  funds  to 
the  carriers  to  pay  the  said  wages  and  for  other  purposes  as  set  forth 
in  Interstate  Commerce  Proceedings,  Ex  Parte  No.  74. 

On  December  29,  1920,  the  receiver  of  this  carrier  notified  the  rep- 
resentatives of  the  organizations  parties  to  this  dispute  that  he  could 
not  continue  the  operation  of  the  railroad  on  the  basis  of  the  then 
revenues  and  expenses ; that  everything  had  been  done  to  regulate  ex- 
penses and  revenue  and  avoid  a loss  except  a readjustment  of  wages; 
and  that  it  would  be  necessary  on  February  1,  1921,  to  reduce  wages 
to  the  extent  of  about  $25,000  per  month.  The  representatives  of  the 
organizations  were  asked  to  be  prepared  to  meet  the  receiver  on  or 
about  January  20  and  be  prepared  also  to  agree  to  a wage  adjust- 
ment should  it  appear  at  that  time  that  one  was  necessary. 

On  January  20,  accordingly,  a conference  was  held  in  which  the 
representatives  of  the  employees  stated  that  they  could  not  accept 
any  reduction  of  wages  or  any  plan  of  donating  time  worked  as  sug- 
gested by  the  receiver.  A counter  proposition  was  made  that  a reduc- 
tion in  force  be  made  that  would  equal  the  shortage  in  operating 
expenses.  On  January  20  the  receiver  notified  the  representatives 
of  the  organizations  that  no  further  reduction  in  force  was  prac- 
ticable, that  his  only  recourse  to  obtain  the  needed  relief  was  a 
reduction  in  wages.  He  further  notified  them  that,  effective  Feli- 
ruary  1, 1921,  the  rates  of  pay  v/ould  be  restored  to  the  basis  in  effect 
April  ,30,  1920,  the  reduction  to  apply  to  every  person  employed  by 
the  said  receiver. 

On  January  31,  1921,  japplication  for  decision  in  this  dispute  was 
filed  by  representatives  of  the  organizations  concerned.  It  was 
claimed  therein  that  the  action  of  the  receiver  of  January  20,  1921, 
in  announcing  a reduction  of  wages  effective  February  1,  without  the 
consent  of  the  employees  interested  and  without  submission  of  the 
dispute  to  this  Board  for  hearing  and  decision,  constituted  a viola- 
tion of  Decision  No.  2.  Request  was  made  that  this  Board  require 
the  carrier  to  rescind  its  announcement,  thus  reducing  wages  pend- 
ing determination  by  this  Board  of  the  questions  at  issue. 

A number  of  telegrams  were  exchanged  by  the  receiver  and  the 
president  of  the  Railway  Emplo^^ees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  the 
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latter  making  an  effort  to  have  the  receiver  rescind  the  announce- 
ment of  reduction  in  wages. 

The  announcement  was  not  rescinded.  On  February  8,  1921,  the 
Board  adopted  a resolution,  setting  forth  the  matter  in  dispute  and 
deciding  that  no  change  of  any  kind  in  the  compensation  established 
by  Decision  No.  2 should  be  made  except  by  agreement  between  the 
parties  until  the  dispute  had  been  heard  and  opportunity  given  for 
the  Board  to  decide.  The  Board  set  February  15  as  the  date  of 
hearing,  and  suggested  that  in  the  meantime  the  parties  have  further 
conference  and  make  an  effort  on  their  part  to  reach  an  agi'eement. 

On  February  9,  1921,  the  receiver  notified  this  Board  that  the 
order  I'educing  wages  effective  February  1,  1921,  would  not  be  re- 
scinded on  account  of  the  inability  of  the  carrier  to  pay  such  wages. 

The  hearing  was  begun  on  February  15,  1921,  and  concluded  on 
February  16.  At  this  hearing  evidence  of  the  financial  condition  was 
submitted  and  claim  was  also  made  that  living  costs  were  lower  on 
the  line  of  this  carrier  than  on  other  railroads.  This  was  the  first 
occasion  that  any  claim  had  been  made  by  the  carrier  that  the  wages 
determined  by  tliis  Board  in  Decision  No.  2 were  not  now  just  and 
reasonable,  except  in  so  far  as  the  justness  and  reasonableness  thereof 
might  be  affected  by  the  financial  condition  of  the  carrier.' 

Decision. — In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  record  clearly  shows  that 
no  conference  has  been  had  between  the  jDarties  with  reference  to  the 
justness  or  reasonableness  of  the  wages  fixed  by  Decision  No.  2 of  this 
Board,  the  Board  does  not  deem  it  necessary  to  decide  to  what  extent, 
if  at  all,  a carrier’s  financial  condition  is  a factor  in  the  determination 
of  just  and  reasonable  wages  to  be  paid  by  such  carrier. 

In  the  judgment  of  this  Board  the  conferences  heretofore  held  do 
not  constitute  a compliance  with  section  301  of  the  Transportation 
Act,  for  the  reasoii  that  no  conference  has  been  had  betv/een  the 
parties  with  reference  to  the  justness  and  reasonableness  of  the 
present  wages. 

It  is  the  decision  of  this  Board  that  it  is  without  jurisdiction  to 
determine  the  present  dispute  until  section  301  has  been  complied 
with  by  conference  of  the  parties,  tlie  subject  matter  of  which  con- 
ference shall  be  whether  the  present  wages  are  just  and  reasonable. 

The  Board  further  decides  that  further  consideration  of  this  dis- 
pute be  deferred  until  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  that  the  parties  have 
conferred  and  disagreed  on  the  question  of  whether  present  wages 
are  just  and  reasonable,  based  on  the  relevant  circumstances  as  re- 
quired bv  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  or  until  parties  have  refused 
to  enter  into  conference  on  the  said  question. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  this  Board  that  the  action  of  the  carrier  in 
reducing  wages  February  1,  1921,  after  an  application  for  hearing 
had  been  filed  by  the  organizations  interested,  was  improper.'  How- 
ever, extenuating  circumstances  exist  in  this  case,  particularly  in 
that  this  Board  failed  to  act  in  the  premises  prior  to  February  1. 
For  this  reason  the  Board  does  not  deem  it  judicious  to  proceed  under 
section  313  of  the  Transportation  Act. 

It  is  the  decision  of  the  Board  that  all  employees,  including  those 
who  have  been  laid  off,  on  their  being  returned  to  service,  accept 
under  protest  the  wages  offered. 

if  the  parties  do  not  reach  an  agreement  in  the  conference  re- 
quired by  this  decision,  the  Board  will  set  March  5 as  the  date  of  a 
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further  hearing  of  the  dispute  and  will  determine  what  wages  are 
just  and  reasonable  with  reference  to  the  carrier  and  will  make  its 
decision  etfective  as  of  February  1,  1921. 

If  conference  fe  refused  by  the  carrier,  this  Board  will  proceed 
under  section  313  of  the  Transi:>ortation  Act,  1920. 


DECISION  NO.  91.— DOCKET  191. 

Chicago,  III.,  March  2,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 

Laborers  and  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Erie  Railroad  Co. 

Nature  of  the  proceeding, — This  is  a proceeding  and  determina- 
tion under  section  313  of  the  Transportation  Act  of  1920,  Avhereby 
the  Railroad  Labor  Board  is  authorized,  in  case  it  has  reason  to 
believe  its  decision  has  been  violated  by  any  carrier,  to  determine 
after  due  notice  and  hearing  to  all  persons  interested  vdiether  in  its 
opinion  such  violation  has  occurred  and  to  make  public  its  de- 
cision as  to  such  alleged  violation  in  such  manner  as  it  may  deem 
appropriate. 

History  of  the  controversy. — ^On  July  20,  1920  (Decision  No.  2), 
this  Board  rendered  its  decision  as  to  what  constituted  just  and 
reasonable  wages  for  the  employees  of  carriers  parties  to  the  dis- 
pute, reserving  for  later  determination  that  portion  of  the  dispute 
which  related  to  rules  and  working  conditions.  The  dispute  had 
been  considered  in  conference  extending  from  March  10  to  April  1, 
1920.  This  conference  had  failed  to  agree  and  the  parties  thereupon 
referred  the  dispute  to  this  Board  for  decision,  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 301  of  the  Transportation  Act.  The  Erie  Railroad  Co.  partici- 
pated in  this  conference  by  its  duly  authorized*  representative  and 
joined  in  the  reference.  Its  duly  authorized  representative  partici- 
pated in  the  hearings  before  this  Board  and  presented  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  Avhat  wages  were  just  and  reasonable  as  to  the  Erie 
Railroad  Co.  and  its  employes.  This  carrier  accepted  the  decision 
and,  up  to  and  including  the  month  of  December,  1920,  paid  to  its 
employees  the  wages  determined  by  this  Board  to  be  just  and 
reasonable. 

The  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and 
Railway  Shop  Laborers  and  the  American  Train  Dispatchers  Associ- 
tion  were  parties  to  the  dispute  upon  which  Decision  No.  2 was  ren- 
dered and  their  members,  employees  of  this  carrier,  accepted  the  said 
wages  so  determined  and  paid. 

Decision  No.  2 determined  the  following  to  be  just  and  reasonable 
wages  for  the  parties  specified  on  the  carriers  named  therein  (includ- 
ing the  Erie  Railroad  Company)  : 

AETICLE  III. — MAINTENANCE  OF  WAY  AND  STEUCTUEES  AND  UNSKILEED  FOECES 

SPECIFIED. 

Add  to  the  rates  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration,  for  each  of  the  hereinafter-named  classes,  the  follow- 
ing amounts  per  hour : 

Section  1.  Building,  bridge,  painter,  construction,  mason  and  concrete,  water 
supply,  and  plumber  foremen,  except  such  water  supply  and  plumber  foremen 
as  were  paid  under  the  provisions  of  Supplement  No.  4 to  General  Order  No. 
27,  15  cents. 
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Section  2.  Assistant  building,  bridge,  painter,  construction,  mason  and  con- 
crete, water  supply,  and  plumber  foremen,  and  for  coal  wharf,  coal  chute,  and. 
fence  gang  foremen,  pile-driver,  ditching  and  hoisting  engineers  and  bridge 
inspectors,  except  such  assistant  ^^iate^  supply  and  plumber  foremen  as  were 
paid  under  the  provisions  of  Supplement  No.  4 to  General  Order  No.  27,  15  cents. 

Section  3.  Section,  track,  and  maintenance  foremen,  and  assistant  section, 
track,  and  maintenance  foremen,  15  cents. 

Section  4.  Mechanics  in  the  maintenance  of  way  and  bridges  and  building  de- 
partments, except  those  that  come  under  the  provisions  of  the  national  agreement 
with  the  Federated  Shop  Trades,  15  cents. 

Section  5.  Mechanics’  helpers  in  the  maintenance  of  way  and  bridge  and  build- 
ing departments,  except  those  that  come  under  the  provisions  of  the  national 
agreement  with  the  Federated  Shop  Trades,  84  cents. 

Section  6.  Track  laborers,  and  all  common  laborers  in  the  maintenance  of 
way  department  and  in  and  around  shops  and  roundhouses,  not  otherwise  pro- 
vided for,  8-h  cents. 

Section  7.  Drawbridge  tenders  and  assistants,  pile-driver,  ditching  and  hoist- 
ing firemen,  pumper  engineers  and  pumpers,  crossing  watchmen  or  flagmen,  and 
lamplighters  and  tenders,  8^  cents. 

Section  8.  Laborers  employed  in  and  around  shops  and  roundhouses,  such, 
as  engine  watchmen  and  wipers,  fire  builders,  ash-pit  men,  fllie  borers,  coal 
passers  (except  those  coming  under  the  provisions  of  Article  VIII,  section  3, 
this  decision),  coal-chute  men,  etc.,  10  cents. 

AETICLE  V. TELEGBAPHEKS,  TELEPHONEES  AND  AGENTS. 

Add  to  the  rates  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  • 
Railroad  Administration,  for  each  of  the  hereinafter-named  classes,  the  follow- 
ing amounts  per  hour : 

Section  1.  Telegraphers,  telephone  operators  (except  switchboard  operators), 
agents  (except  agents  at  small  nontelegraph  stations,  as  referred  to  in  Supple- 
ment No.  13  to  General  Order  No.  27,  Article  IV,  section  c),  agent  telegraphers, 
agent  telephoners,  towermen,  lever  men,  tower  and  train  directors,  block  opera- 
tors and  staffmen,  10  cents. 

Section  2.  Agents  at  small  nontelegraph  stations  as  referred  to  in  Supplement 
No.  13  to  General  Order  No.  27,  Article  IV,  section  (c),  5 cents. 

The  Erie  Eailroad  Co.  was  a party  to  proceedings  before  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  dated  July  29,  1920,  entitled  Ex  Parte 
No.  74,  where the  commission  authorized  an  increase  to  the  group 
to  which  this  carrier  belongs  in  freight  and  passenger  rates  of  40  per 
cent.  Approximately  one  third  of  this  increase  was  stated  by  the 
commission  to  have  been  authorized  for  the  purposer  of  providing 
revenues  to  meet  the  wages  determined  by  this  Board  to  be  just  and 
reasonable.  (-Ex  Parte  No.  74,  pp.  231—246.) 

The  Erie  Eailroad  Co.,  on  or  about  August  26,  1920,  applied  such 
increased  rates  so  authorized  and  thereafter  collected  and  is  now 
collecting  from  shippers  and  passengers  the  said  rates. 

A statement  follows  of  net  operating  income  of  the  Erie  for  the 
months  of  1920  during  which  these  increases  have  been  applied  and 
for  the  corresponding  months  of  1919 : 


Freight. 

Passenger. 

Total 

operating 

revenue. 

Net 

operating 

revenue. 

1920. 

September ; 

$S,  790, 233 
9, 484, 6*t7 
9, 375,  245 
8, 300,  290 

SI,  440, 525 
1,  344,  563 

Sll,  133,125 
11,579, 587 
11,  284, 194 
10, 118, 195 

$612, 452 
788, 371 
498, 107 
364, 284 

October 

November 

1,  238,  929 
1, 278,  789 

December 

2,  263, 214 

m 
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Freight. 

I’a.^senger. 

Total  1 
operating 
! revenue,  j 

Net 

ope'ntiug 

revenue. 

1919. 

Sftpf'.o.mbfir 

SG,  904, 200 

SI,  203, 752 
1, 040,  855 
989,  85S 
1,049,  712 
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On  January  10,  1921,  this  Board,  after  due  notice,  be^an  to  hear 
evidence  and  argument  on  the  subject  of  rules  and  worlving  condi- 
tions in  dispute  reserved  by  Decision  No.  2 for  later  determination. 
The  Erie  Bailroad  Co.,  by  its  duly  authorized  representative  pre- 
sented evidence  and  arguments  relevant  to  the  issue  and  was  and 
is  a party  to  the  said  proceedings.  This  hearing  has  not  been 
concluded,  as  the  representatives  of  the  organizations  concerned 
have  not  yet'  presented  their  rebuttal. 

The  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and 
Railway  Shop  Laborers  and  the  American  Train  Dispatchers  Asso- 
ciation were  parties  to  the  said  dispute  on  which  hearing  began 
January  10,  1921,  and  their  rebuttal  is  about  to  be  heard. 

In  December,  1920,  the  business  of  the  Erie  fell  off  so  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  testimony  of  its  general  manager,  for  every  dollar  collected 
the  railroad  spent  $1.01  for  pay  rolls  and  material.  By  the  second 
week  in  January  the  general  manager  estimated  the  Erie  was  ex- 
pending for  pay  rolls  and  material  $1.07  for  each  dollar  collected. 
(Transcript  of  Proceedings,  February  23,  1921,  pp.  52-53.)  The 
company  then  held  conference  with  the  representatives  of  organi- 
zations of  its  train  service  employees  and  with  its  coal  contractors 
wherein  substantial  concessions  from  the  contract  obligations  of  the 
Erie  to  them  were  made  with  their  consent  and  the  financial  con- 
dition of  the  carrier  aided  accordingly.  (Transcript  of  Proceedings, 
February  23,  1921,  pp.  61-68.) 

No  conferences  were  had,  however,  and  none  sought  with  the 
representatives  of  the  maintenance  of  way  or  the  train  dispatchers 
organizations  prior  to  February  1,  1921. 

On  January  25,  1921,  the  following  order  was  issued,  affecting 
train  dispatchers : 

Effective  to-day  and  until  further  notice  the  relief  will  not  be  furnished. 
You  will  arrange  to  work  every  day  in  the  month  * *. 

The  rule  in  effect  and  now  before  the  Labor  Board  for  decision  is ; 

Chief,  assistant  chief,  regular  trick  and  regular  relief  dispatchers  (and 
extra  dispatchers  who  perform  six  days’  dispatching  service  in  one  week) 
will  be  allowed  and  required  to  take  one  day  off  per  week,  unless  prevented 
by  the  requirements  of  the  service,  in  which  case  extra  compensation  will  be 
allowed  pro  rata  in  lieu  of  the  day  off. 

On  or  about  January  25,  also,  the  Erie  issued  the  following  order 
affecting  among  other  employees  the  members  of  the  train  dis- 
patchers and  maintenance  of  way  organizations : 

Superseding  all  previous  instructions  deduct  .Tanuary  31  from  the  January 
earnings  of  all  monthly  rated  employees  and  all  officers  of  every  grade  and 
allow  all  such  help  to  lay  off  Saturday  29,  or  Monday  31.  This  t(\  be  applied 
without  any  qualifications.  Avoid  as  far  as  possible  working  any  employees 
for  this  one  day  in  view  of  the  necessity  of  deducting  the  day  from  their 
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wages,  whether  they  work  or  not  Where  pay  roils  have  already  been  ren- 
dered for  the  last  half  of  January  change  will  be  made  in  the  auditor’s  office. 
Tiiis  rule  will  apply  one  day  per  week  until  further  notice  and  the  deiluc- 
tions  will  be  made  by  taking  out  of  each  individual’s  pay  after  January  two 
twenty-eigiiths  first  half  of  February  and  two  twenty -eighths  the  second  half. 

This  deduction  shall  also  be  made  from  the  earnings  of  employees  working 
at  daily  or  liourly  rates  "who  were  previous  to  wage  award  classified  monthly 
such  as  clerks,  janitors,  watchmen,  etc.,  in  yards,  shops,  stations,  freight 
houses,  docks,  etc.  The  deduction  from  their  pay  should  be  as  described  in  the 
first  paragraph  of  my  previous  message,  monthly  rate  to  be  determined  on 
the  basis  of  8 hours  for  each  working  day  at  regular  rate  of  pay,  the  deduc- 
tion to  be  made  from  this  amount  irrespective  of  the  total  earnings.  This  order 
does  not  apply  on  shop  forces  where  the  four  days  per  week  has  been  estab- 
lished. The  four-day  order  stands. 

On  January  31,  1921,  an  order  was  issued  effective  February  1 
reducing'  the  rates  of  pay  of  trackmen  to  30  cents,  33  cents,  and  35 
cents  per  hour  in  certain  localities  covering  substantially  the  Erie 
System. 

On  January  21  and  January  31,  the  train  dispatchers  organiza- 
tion filed  application  setting  out  those  of  the  above  orders  affecting 
dispatchers,  employees  of  this  carrier,  and  requested  this  Board  to 
proceed  pursuant  to  section  318  of  the  Transportation  Act. 

On  February  9,  1921.  the  maintenance  of  way  organization  filed  a 
similar  application  setting  out  those  of  the  above  orders  which 
affected  its  membership,  employees  of  this  carrier,  and  made  like 
request. 

On  February  12,  1921,  this  Board  adopted  the  following  resolu- 
tions«of  which  the  chief  executive  of  the  carrier  was  advised  by 
telegraph  : 

Whereas,  this  Board  having  reason  to  believe  that  Decision  IVo.  2 of  this  Board 
has  been  violated  by  the  Erie  Railroad  Company  in  that  the  said  carrier  on  or 
about  January  31,  1921,  directed  the  reduction  of  wages  of  the  trackmen,  em- 
ployees of  the  said  carriei',  to  30  cents  per  hour,  contrary  to  Article  III,  sec- 
tion 6,  of  Decision  No.  2 of  this  Board,  and  also  having  directed  the  deduc- 
tion of  January  31  earnings  from  the  January  earnings  of  all  monthly-rated 
employees  (and  of  all  daily-rated  employees  classified  as  monthly-rated  em- 
ployees) prior  to  Decision  No.  2 of  this  Board. 

Resolved,  That,  pui’suant  to  section  313,  Transportation  Act,  1920,  notice 
be  given  to  tlie  chief  executives  of  the  Erie  Railroad  Co.  and  to  the  organiza- 
tions of  employees  directly  interested  in  such  ordei-s  of  the  said  carrier  of  a 
hearing  to  determine  whether  in  the  opinion  of  the  Labor  Board  a violation 
of  the  decision  of  this  Board  has  occurred. 

The  Labor  Board  sets  February  23  as  the  date  of  the  hearing. 

Resolved,  in  case  of  disputes  which  have  arisen  between  the  Erie  Rail- 
road Co.  and  its  employees  by  reason  of  the  said  railroad  having  reduced  the 
wages  of  trackmen  to  30  cents  per  hour,  effective  February  1,  and  having 
ordered  that  train  dispatchers  work  seven  days  per  week  without  relief,  and 
having  ordered  the  deduction  of  January  31  earnings  of  telegraphers  whether 
they  work  or  not  on  that  day,  that  objection  having  been  made  by  the  United 
Brotherhood  of  IMaintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railroad  Shop  Laborers 
and  by  the  American  Train  DisiDatchers  Association  and  a dispute  having 
arisen  in  regard  to  the  proposed  reduction  and  deduction,  and  the  matter 
having  been  brought  before  this  Board,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  no  change 
of  a.ny  kind  in  the  rates  of  pay  or  in  the  rules  and  working  conditions  shall 
be  made,  except  by  agreement  l>etween  the  parties,  until  the  disputes  are 
heard  and  opportunity  given  for  this  Board  to  decide. 

The  Tmbor  Board  will  proceed  with  the  further  hearing  and  consideration 
of  tliese  disputes  and  sets  February  23  as  the  date  of  such  presentation  of 
evidence  and  argimients  as  the  parties  may  desire  to  offer. 

Tlie  Labor  Board  suggests  further  conference  between  the  iiarties  and  an 
effort  on  their  part  to  agi*ee  upon  a settlement. 
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On  Februar}"  23,  accordingl}^,  the  Erie  Railroad  Co.,  appeared  by 
its  general  counsel,  general  solicitor,  and  general  mannager,  the 
American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  by  its  chief  executive,  and 
the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and 
Railway  Shop  Laborers  by  its  general  chairman  and  general  counsel. 
Evidence  was  submitted  Tvhich  establishes  that: 

The  orders  quoted  above  were  issued  by  the  carrier  and  are  now 
being  applied. 

]^o  conferences  were  had  or  sought  with  the  representatives  of  the 
complaining  organizations  prior  to  February  1,  1921. 

The  carrier  omitted  to  obey  the  direction  of  this  Board  of  Febru- 
ary 12,  1921,  that  no  change  should  be  made  in  the  rates  of  pay  (de- 
cided by  Decision  No.  2 to  be  just  and  reasonable)  or  in  the  rules  and 
working  conditions  (assumed  by  that  decision  as  the  basis  of  wages 
and  as  to  which  the  carrier  was  directed  by  Decision  No.  2 that  no 
change  was  to  be  made  except  by  agreement  pending  hearing  and 
decision  thereon). 

After  February  12,  1921,  conferences  took  place  between  the  gen- 
eral manager  of  the  Erie  and  representatives  of  the  complaining 
organizations  in  which  the  carrier  refused  to  obey  the  direction  of 
this  Board  of  February  12  recited  above  and  the  organizations  re- 
fused to  negotiate  until  that  direction  should  be  olieyed. 

Opinion. — The  intent  of  Congress  in  enacting  Title  III  of  the  act 
was  to  prevent  interruption  to  the  operation  of  any  carrier  growing 
out  of  disputes  between  the  carrier  and  its  employees.  To  accomplish 
this  intent  the  act  (sec.  301)  makes  it  the  duty  of  all  carriers,  their 
officers,  agents,  and  employees  to  exert  every  reasonable  effort  and  to 
adopt  every  available  means  to  avoid  any  interruption  to  operation 
growing  out  of  disputes  between  the  carrier  and  its  employees.  The 
same  section  requires  the  carriers  and  their  employees  to  consider  and 
if  possible  to  decide  all  such  disputes  in  conference  between  the  rep- 
resentatives designated  and  authorized  so  to  confer  by  the  carrier  or 
the  employees  directly  interested  in  the  dispute.  This  section  also 
requires  that  if  the  dispute  is  not  decided  in  conference  it  shall  be 
referred  by  the  parties  thereto  to  the  Railroad  Labor  Board,  which 
board  by  section  307  is  required  to  hear  and  decide  such  disputes  so 
referred. 

In  April,  1920,  an  organization  of  railroad  yard  emplo3^ees  which 
was  not  a party  to  the  conference  of  March  10,  1920,  referred  to 
above,  after  unsuccessful  efforts  to  decide  their  disputes  with  the  car- 
rier by  conference,  abandoned  the  service  in  concert  and  made  appli- 
cation to  this  Board  for  a determination  of  what  should  constitute 
just  and  reasonable  wages  for  them.  Prior,  however,  to  the  appli- 
cation, the  Labor  Board  had  adopted  Order  No.  1,  which  provided  in 
part  as  follows : 

It  is  decided  and  ordered  by  the  Labor  Board  as  one  of  the  rules  governing 
its  procedure  that,  as  the  law  under  which  this  Board  was  created  and  or- 
ganized makes  it  the  duty  of  both  carriers  and  their  employees  and  sub- 
ordinate officials  having  differences  and  disputes  to  have  and  hold  conferences 
between  representatives  of  the  different  parties  and  interests,  to  consider  and 
if  possible  to  decide  such  disputes  in  conference,  and  where  such  dispute  is 
not  decided  in  such  conference  to  refer  it  to  this  Board  to  hear  and  decide; 
and  as  it  is  further  contemplated  and  provided  by  the  law  that  pendmg  such 
conference,  reference  to  and  hearing  Tjg  this  Board  it  shall  he  the  duty  of  all 
carriers,  their  officers,  employees  and  agents  to  exert  every  reasomhle  effort 
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and  adopt  every  available  means  to  avoid  any  interruption  to  the  operation  of 
any  carrier  groiviny  out  of  any  such  disputes;  tlierefore,  this  Board  will  not 
receive,  entertain  or  consider  any  application  or  complaint  from  or  by  any 
party,  parties  or  their  representatives  who  have  not  complied  with  or  who  are 
not  complying  with  the  provisions  of  the  law  or  who  are  not  exerting  every 
reasonable  elfort  and  adopting  every  available  means  to  avoid  any  interrup- 
tion to  the  operation  of  any  carrier  growing  out  of  any  dispute  between  the 
carrier  and  employees. 

The  intent  and  plain  meaning  of  Order  No.  1 was  to  serve  notice 
on  employees  and  carriers  alike  that  the  law  required  carriers  and 
their  employees  to  consider  their  disputes  in  conference,  and  refer 
them,  if  undecided,  to  this  Board,  and  to  refrain,  pending  this 
Board’s  decision,  from  any  act  which  would  tend  to  bring  about  an 
interruption  to  commerce. 

The  application  of  the  striking  }^ard  employees  was  not  entertained 
as  they  were  not  acting  in  obedience  to  the  mandate  of  the  act. 

The  officers  of  the  Erie  Eailroad  Co.  have  been  at  all  times  aware 
of  Order  No.  1. 

On  December  17,  1920,  the  Labor  Board  issued  the  folloAving  an- 
nouncement : 

The  importance  of  maintaining  the  uninterrupted  operation  of  the  railroads 
must  be  manifest  to  every  one.  Congress,  by  the  Transportation  Act  of  1920, 
made  it  the  duty  of  all  carriers  and  their  officers,  employees,  and  agents  to 
exert  every  reasonable  effort  and  adopt  every  available  means  to  avoid  any 
interruption  to  the  operation  of  carriers  growing  out  of  labor  disputes.  The 
act  further  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  carriers  and  employees  directly  inter- 
ested in  the  dispute  to  confer  and  if  possible  decide  such  disputes  in  conference. 
Any  dispute  not  decided  in  such  conference  is  required  by  the  act  to  be  re- 
ferred by  the  parties  to  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  for  its 
decision. 

It  has  come  to  the  knowledge  of  this  Board  that  certain  carriers  have 
intimidated  and  coerced  individual  employees  seeking  the  redress  of  grievances, 
refused  to  confer  with  their  employees  thereon,  have  discharged  representa- 
tives of  organizations  who  sought  a conference  pursuant  to  the  act,  and  have 
refused  to  refer  disputes  to  this  Board  for  its  decision.  Such  carriers  have 
disobeyed  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  act  and  are  violators  of  the  law  which  it 
is  the  duty  of  all  citizens  faithfully  to  support  and  obey. 

It  has  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Labor  Board  that  certain  organizations 
of  railroad  employees  have  refused  to  refer  disputes,  undecided  in  conference, 
to  this  Board  and  have  submitted  strike  ballots  thereon  to  their  membership, 
■ thereby  demoralizing  the  service,  disturbing  shippers  and  the  public,  and  inter- 
rupting the  orderly  and  regular  processes  of  transportation  necessary  for  the 
well-being  of  the  country.  Such  conduct,  in  the  judgment  of  this  Board,  con- 
stitutes disobedience  to  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  act.  All  persons  furthering 
such  measures  are,  in  the  judgment  of  this  Board,  violators  of  the  law  which 
it  is  the  duty  of  all  citizens  faithfully  to  support  and  obey. 

Accordingly  the  Labor  Board  calls  upon  the  officers  of  all  carriers  subject 
to  the  act  to  obey  it  in  letter  and  spirit,  and  particularly  calls  upon  them 
to  meet  in  conference  representatives  of  the  employees  seeking  the  decision  or 
dispute ; to  decide  such  disputes  in  conference,  if  possible,  and  if  not  possible 
to  join  in  referring  such  disputes  to  this  Board,  and  to  refrain  from  in  any 
manner  intimidating  employees  seeking  the  redress  of  grievances  or  punishing 
representatives  of  employees  seeking  conference. 

The  Labor  Board  also  calls  upon  all  organizations  of  employees  of  carriers 
subject  to  this  act  to  obey  it  in  letter  and  spirit,  and  particularly  calls  upon 
them  to  join  in  a reference  of  the  dispute  to  this  Board  if  it  is  not  possible  to 
decide  it  in  conference,  and  to  refrain  from  submitting  strike  ballots  to  the 
membership  in  advance  of  such  reference. 

The  interest  of  the  public  as  well  as  that  of  the  officers  and  employees  of 
carriers  requires  that  such  officers  and  employees  faithfully  observe  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act.  Departures  from  its  letter  and  spirit,  if  persisted  in,  will 
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be  widely  imitated,  its  p’lrpeses  destroyed,  transportation  interrupted  and  tbe 
AvelLbeing  of  our  people  impaired. 

The  Labor  Board  believes  that  cansider-ation  by  the  parties  of  the  conse- 
qiienee  of  the  practices  referred  to  will  prevent  any  recurrence  tlier<'<,f. 

The  Labor  Board  for  its  part  v/iil  continue  its  efforts  to  expedite  the  I'enr- 
ing-  and  decisions  of  disputes  referred  to  it  and  with  increasing  success,  as  its 
organization  and  procedure  is  now  Vv^ell  established. 

The  purposes  of  this  announcement  have  been  fulfilled  by  the  com- 
pliance of  substantially  all  carriers  and  organizations  of  employees 
of  railroads. 

The  officers  of  the  Erie  Eailroad  Co.  were  furnished  with  copies 
of  this  announcement  and  it  is  believed  they  yvere  fully  aware  of  its 
eontents  long  prior  to  the  promulgation  by  them  of  the  orders  com- 
plained of  herein. 

At  the  hearing  on  February  23,  1921,  the  position  of  the  carrier  on 
the  charge  of  violation  of  Decision  Ao.  2 was  stated  by  its  counsel 
(Traiiseript  of  Proceedings,  February  23,  1921,  pp.  144— 152).  This 
statement,  it  is  believed,  may  be  fairly  thus  summarized : 

The  decision  alleged  to  have  been  violated  is  Decision  No.  2.  De- 
cision No.  2 found  the  yvages  therein  determined  to  be  just  and  rea- 
sonable, to  be  such  on  July  20,  1920 ; the  decision  did  not  find  those 
yvages  to  be  now  just  and  reasonable.  The  Labor  Board  is  without 
poyver  to  determine  w^ages  for  an  indehnite  time.  The  decision  did 
not  specify  how  long  it  was  to  remain  in  effect.  When  certain  con- 
ditions upon  which  the  Labor  Board  had  predicated  its  findings 
have  substantially  changed  since  the  decision,  as  in  this  case,  the 
relation  between  yvages  and  the  cost  of  living  and  the  scale  of  wages 
paid  for  similar  vzork  in  other  industry,  departure  by  the  carrier 
from  the  decision  does  not  constitute  such  a violation  of  Decision 
No.  2 as  to  justify  a finding  of  violation  by  this  Board. 

It  was  contended  that  the  said  conditions  had  in  fact  changed. 

Evidence  of  such  change  was  offered  in  the  shape  of  statements  by 
the  general  manager  tending  to  show  a reduction  in  the  scale  of 
wmges  paid  common  labor  and  a reduction  in  living  costs. 

No  evidence  was  offered  of  any  change  in  the  scale  of  vzages  paid 
for  work  siniilar  to  that  of  train  dispatchers. 

As  to  the  carrier’s  departure  from  the  rules  and  working  condi- 
tions assumed  as  a basis  of  wages  by  Decision  No.  2.,  and  as  to  wliicii 
the  Labor  Board  had  directed  no  changes  should  be  made  except  by 
agreement,  it  was  contended  that  the  carrier  had  never  accepted  tliat 
portion  of  the  decision,  althougli  it  had,  prior  to  the  orders  com- 
plained of,  obeyed  such  direction  and  is  now  participating  by  its 
representative  in  the  proceedings  to  determine  the  reasonableness  of 
such  rules. 

The  position  of  tlie  carrier  and  the  evidence  submitted  have  had 
careful  consideration. 

It  was  not  the  intention  of  this  Board  that  Decision  No.  2 should 
constitute  a perpetual  edict,  nor  is  there  any  expression  therein  to 
justify  such  an  inference.  The  carriers  and  the  organizations  of 
their  employees  yvere  left  free  by  that  decision  to  negotiate  such 
agreements  as  they  saw  fit,  subject  to  the  poyver  of  this  Board  to 
suspend  any  such  agreement  if  it  should  involve  such  an  increase  in 
yvages  as  yvouM  be  likely  to  necessitate  a substantial  readjustment  of 
the  rates  of  any  carrier.  No  restraint  yvas  attempted  to  be  placed 
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upon  the  power  and  legal  duty  of  the  carriers  and  their  employees, 
if  it  was  not  possible  to  agree  upon  a readjustment  of  wages,  to  refer 
the  dispute  to  this  Board  for  decision.  This  Board  sits  day  and 
night  to  hear,  consider,  and  decide  such  disputes.  It  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  Labor  Board,  however,  that  the  rates  found  therein  to 
be  just  and  reasonable  should  be  paid  by  carriers  parties  to  the  de- 
cision until  other  rates  should  be  agreed  to  by  the  parties  or  until  * 
this  Board  on  proper  reference  should  determine  other  vrages  to  be 
just  and  reasonable. 

A decision  voidable  in  whole  or  in  part  by  one  party  to  proceedings 
at  its  option  upon  any  change  in  conditions  determined  by  that  party 
to  be  substantial  is  a novelty  in  law  and  as  fantastic*  as  novel.  Its 
bare  statement  would  seem  to  carry  refutation,  yet  it  "vas  gravely 
advanced  by  tlie  learned  counsel  for  this  carrier.  Its  consequences  are 
therefore,  stated. 

This  position,  of  course,  renders  nugatory  and  vain  the  elaborate 
and  costly  processes  established  by  the  act  and  applied  b}^  this  Board. 
It  sweeps  fiside  at  the  will  of  one  party  a decision  arrived  at  after  the 
presentation  of  evidence  and  argument  by  the  many  parties  to  the  dis- 
pute, accepted  by  all  and  now  obeyed  by  substantially  all  carriers.  It 
justifies  a disregard  of  the  factors  specified  by  Congress  for  the  ascer- 
tainment of  just  and  reasonable  wages  and  substitutes  for  these  factors 
the  financial  benefit  of  tlie  carrier.  If  valid,  the  intent  of  Congress 
that  conference,  reasonableness,  and  justice  should  be  substituted  for 
povv^er,  violence,  and  disorder  in  the  settlement  of  railroad  labor  dis- 
putes is  utterly  destroyed  and  legislation  enacted  after  the  most  care- 
ful consideration  rendered  ridiculous  and  ei-en  fraudulent.  If  a car- 
rier may  arbitrarily  reduce  wages  decided  to  be  reasonable  and  set 
aside  rules  while  a party  to  proceedings  with  regard  to  such  rules,  no 
reason  appears  why  railroad  employees  may  not  announce  am  imme- 
diate intention  of  abandoning  the  service  in  concert  unless  demands 
for  increa^d  wages  or  more  favorable  working*  conditions  are  at  once 
satisfied,  provided  a trend  toward  higher  living  costs  shall  have  ap- 
peared or  wage  scales  in  similar  industries  shall  have  advanced.  Such 
conduct  is  highly  provocative  of  interruption  to  traffic  and  is  not  only 
not  consistent  with  the  act  but  is  thereby  clearly  condemned  and  pro- 
hibited. 

It  is  the  judgment  of  this  Board  that  no  carrier  may,  without  vio- 
lating the  spirit  and  letter  of  Decision  No.  2,  in  case  its  revenue  for 
any  month  should  be  estimated  to  be  insufficient  to  meet  its  expenses 
for  labor  and  material  for  that  month,  arbitrarily  appropriate  to 
itself  wages  due  its  employees  in  such  amount  as  to  make  expenses 
for  labor  and  material  equal  or  exceed  revenues  for  that  month. 

It  was  not,  in  the  judgnient  of  this  Board,  the  intention  of  Con- 
gress that,  consistently  with  Title  III  of  the  Transportation  Act,  a 
carrier  may  join  in  the  reference  of  a wage  dispute  to  the  Labor 
Board,  accept  its  decision,  apply  increases  in  rates  in  part  authorized 
by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  provide  for  wage  increases 
decided  by  this  Board  to  be  just  and  reasonable,  and,  if  revenues  of 
any  month  are  estimated  to  fall  l^elow  expenses  for  that  month,  ar- 
bitrarily reduce  wages  to  such  a point  as  to  bring  estimated  expenses 
for  any  month  within  estimated  revenues  for  such  month. 

Tliere  is  a simple,  orderly,  and  legal  method  open  to  all  caiTiers  to 
secure  appropriate  relief  in  case  they  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  wages 
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fixed  by  Decision  Xo.  2 are  not  just  and  reasonable.  If,  after  the  fail- 
ure of  conference  between  duly  authorized  representatives  of  the  car- 
riers and  of  the  employees  directly  interested  to  decide  a dispute  and 
reference  to  this  Board  thereof,  the  carrier  is  able  to  show  that  the 
wages  fixed  by  Decision  Xo.  2 are  not  now  just  and  reasonable,  this 
Board  will,  as  its  duty  is  under  the  law,  decide  what  wages  are  just 
and  reasonable. 

This  procedure  was  at  all  times  well  known  to  the  officers  of  the 
Erie  Railroad  Co. 

The  Transportation  Act  makes  it  the  duty  of  this  Board  in  case  of 
disputes  as  to  wages  duly  referred  to  it  to  determine  what  wages  are 
just  and  reasonable.  It  is,  therefore,  clear  that  Congress  intended  that 
carriers  should  pay  just  and  reasonable  wages  in  order  that  transpor- 
tation should  not  be  interrupted  by  strikes  over  wage  disputes.  Con- 
gress was  aware  that  there  might  be  disagreement  between  the  parties 
as  to  what  constituted  just  and  reasonable  wages,  and  in  order  to  secure 
uninterrupted  transportation  during  the  pendency  of  the  controversy 
made  it  the  duty  of  the  officers  of  carriers  to  confer  with  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  employees  interested.  Section  301  clearly  expresses 
this  intent  and  requires  the  performance  of  this  duty.  The  relation 
between  the  scale  of  wages  paid  for  similar  kinds  of  work  in  other  in- 
dustries and  the  relation  between  wages  and  the  cost  of  living  are  not 
the  only  factors  determining  reasonable  and  just  wages.  Five  other 
factors  are  named  in  the  act  and  other  relevant  circumstances  are  re- 
quired to  be  considered  by  this  Board  and  also  inferentially  by  car- 
riers in  determining  just  and  reasonable  wages.  Furthermore,  it  is 
clear  that  Congress  intended  that  the  scale  of  wages  paid  in  other  in- 
dustries and  the  relation  between  wages  and  the  cost  of  living  should 
be  of  sufficient  certainty  and  stability  to  warrant  the  increase  or  re- 
duction of  wages  by  reason  of  changes  in  this  factor.  It  will  require 
time  to  determine  whether  the  scale  of  wages  now  paid  by  other  in- 
dustries for  the  classes  reduced  in  pay  by  the  Erie  is  temporary  or  of 
sufficient  permanence  to  be  considered  as  a factor  affecting  justness 
and  reasonableness  of  railroad  wages.  This  necessity  was  recognized 
by  the  President  of  the  United  States  on  August  25,  1919,  when  he 
urged  railroad  employees  to  refrain  from  pressing  their  demands  for 
increased  wages  pending  a better  opportunity  to  estimate  the  per- 
manency of  high  living  costs.  This  request  was  obeyed  by  such  em- 
ployees although  obedience  required  the  endurance  of  heavy  economic 
pressure  for  11  months,  and  living  costs  continued  to  rise  during  this 
entire  period.  Xo  evidence  except  a claim  of  general  information  to 
that  effect  was  offered  by  the  Erie  Railroad  Co.  of  a substantial  re- 
duction in  living  costs.  According  to  the  Department  of  Labor  sta- 
tistics these  costs  have  receded  11.4  per  cent  from  July  1,  1920,  to 
February  1,  1921. 

Xo  evidence  was  offered  by  the  carrier  of  any  changes  in  the  scale 
of  wages  paid  for  similar  kinds  of  work  in  other  industries  except  as 
to  common  labor. 

Xo  relation  was  shown  or  attempted  to  be  shown  between  the 
changes  claimed  in  the  factors  specified  and  the  reduction  made. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  this  Board,  accordingly,  that  the  action  of  the 
Erie  Railroad  Co.  is  not  even  consistent  with  the  legal  theory  ad- 
vanced by  its  counsel. 
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It  was  also  suggested  by  the  counsel  for  the  company  that  Title 
III  imposed  no  diit}’  on  officers  of  carriers  to  confer  with  representa- 
tives of  organizations  of  employees.  This  suggestion  is  contrary  to 
the  plain  meaning  of  the  requirement  of  section  301,  that  ail  avail- 
able and  reasonable  means  and  efforts  must  be  adopted  and  exerted 
to  avoid  interruptions  to  operation  growing  out  of  any  dispute  be- 
tween carriers  and  their  employees.  All  such  disputes  are  to  be 
considered  and,  if  possible,  decided  in  conference  between  representa- 
tives designated  and  authorized  so  to  confer  by  the  carriers  and 
employees  directly  interested  in  the  dispute.  The  evidence  shows 
that  the  representatives  of  the  emplo}^ees  directly  interested  so  desig- 
nated and  authorized  were  the  designated  officers  of  the  complaining 
organizations.  It  was  clearly  the  legal  duty  of  the  carrier’s  desig- 
nated officers  to  confer  with  such  designated  officials  of  these  organ- 
izations. This  duty  was  admitted  by  the  general  manager  of  the  car- 
rier, but  as  to  the  complaining  organizations  it  was  not  performed. 

It  was  the  position  of  the  general  manager  that  the  financial  neces- 
sities of  the  property  compelled  the  action  taken.  The  evidence  of 
necessity  offered  consisted  of  the  statement  that  the  estimated  ex- 
pense for  labor  and  m.aterial  for  December  exceeded  the  estimated 
income  for  that  month  by  1 per  cent  and  for  the  month  of  January 
by  7 per  cent. 

This  is  not  a proceeding  to  determine  what  wages  are  now  just 
and  reasonable  as  to  this  carrier  for  the  classes  of  employees  con- 
cerned herein.  It  is  to  determine  whether  or  not  there  has  been  a 
violation  by  this  carrier  of  Decision  Xo.  2 of  this  Board. 

When  the  Erie  Eailroad  Co.  shall  have  rescinded  the  orders  set 
out  above  and  shall  have  paid  the  'wages  determined  by  Decision 
Xo.  2 to  be  just  and  reasonable  to  such  of  its  employees  as  have  not 
agreed  to  receive  other  rates  of  wages  and  when  also  it  shall  be 
made  to  appear  that  the  officers  of  this  carrier  have  had  or  sought 
a conference  with  the  authorized  and  designated  representatives  of 
the  employees  directly  interested  and  when,  if  it  has  not  been  reason- 
ably possible  to  decide  the  disputes  in  conference,  the  dispute  shall 
have  been  referred  to  this  Board  by  the  parties  thereto  or  by  either 
of  them,  this  Board  will  hear  and  determine  such  dispute  and  de- 
cide Avhat  wages  are  now  just  and  reasonable. 

This  Board  can  not  consider  in  this  proceeding  what  wages  are 
now  just  and  reasonable  for  the  employees  concerned  herein. 

The  management  of  the  Erie,  in  reducing  wages  and  in  altering 
working  conditions  without  seeking  conference  with  the  representa- 
tives of  the  employees  interested,  in  the  opinion  of  this  Board,  has 
acted  in  conflict  with  section  301  of  the  act  and  in  conflict  with 
Order  Xo.  1 quoted  above.  Therefore,  this  Board  may  not,  con- 
sistently with  Title  III  of  the  act  and  wuth  the  said  order,  determine 
just  and  reasonable  wages  in  this  dispute. 

Decision. — It  is  the  judgment  and  decision  of  this  Board  that  the 
management  of  the  Erie  Eailroad  Co.  has  violated  Decision  Xo.  2 
in  the  following  respects: 

(1)  By  deducting  the  January  31  earnings  from  the  January 
earnings"  of  all  monthly-rated  employees  not  consenting  to  such 
deductions. 

(2)  By  deducting  four  twenty-eighths  of  the  February  earnings 
of  all  monthly-rated  employees  not  consenting  to  such  deduction. 
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(3)  By  deducting  January  31  earnings  from  the  January  earn- 
ings of  such  daily-  and  hourly-rated  employees  classified  prior  to 
wage  awards  as  monthly-rated  employees  who  have  not  consented  to 
such  deduction. 

(4)  By  deducting  four  twenty-eighths  of  the  February  earnings 
of  the  employees  set  out  in  (3)  above  who  have  not  consented  to  such 
deductions. 

(5)  By  arbitrarily  reducing  the  wages  of  trackmen  to  30  cents 
per  hour  and  to  other  hourly  fates  contrary  to  section  6,  Article  III, 
of  Decision  No.  2. 

(6)  By  arbitrarily  requiring  train  dispatchers  to  work  seven  days 
per  week  for  wages  determined  by  this  Board  in  Decision  No.  2 to  be 
just  and  reasonable  for  six  days’  work  per  week,  contrary  to  Article 
Y of  Decision  No.  2. 

This  decision  is  not  to  be  construed  as  a finding  that  the  carrier 
has  not  violated  Decision  No.  2 in  other  respects. 


DECISION  NO.  92.— DOCKET  136. 

Chicago,  lit,  March  4,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  The  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Proper  rate  of  pay  for  painters  in  maintenance  of 
way  department  of  the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Rail- 
road Co. 

Statement  of  facts. — The  facts  are  summarized  by  the  Board  as 
follows  : 

On  receipt  of  Supplement  No.  4 to  General  Order  No.  27  issued 
by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  the  Delaware,  Lacka- 
wanna & Western  Railroad  Co.  applied  the  rate  of  58  cents  per  hour 
to  painters  in  the  maintenance  of  way  department.  On  receipt  of 
Addendum  No.  2 to  Supplement  No.  4,  painters  assigned  to  lettering, 
surfacing,  and  varnishing  were  allowed  the  rate  of  68  cents  iDer 
hour.  In  other  words,  roadway  painters  were  classified  and  paid 
in  the  same  manner  as  maintenance  of  equipment  painters,  these  rates 
being  authorized  by  the  Regional  Director  of  the  Eastern  Region  of 
the  United  States  Railroad  Administration.  These  rates  applied 
up  to  the  effective  date  of  Decision  No.  2,  when  the  management  con- 
sidered that  they  had  erred  in  applying  Supplement  No.  4 rates  to 
these  employees,  and  therefore  added  the  increases  specified  in  De- 
cision No.  2 for  maintenance  of  way  painters  to  rates  that  Avould 
have  been  in  effect  had  Supplement  No.  8 and  not  Supplement  No. 
4 to  General  Order  No.  27  been  applied. 

Employees'’  position. — The  employees  contend  that  the  work  per- 
formed by  the  maintenance  of  way  jiainters  should  be  classified  and 
paid  under  the  shop  craft  agreement,  which,  with  the  application  of 
Decision  No.  2,  provides  an  hourly  rate  of  85  cents  for  painters  en- 
gaged in  varnishing,  surfacing,  lettering,  and  decorating,  and  80 
cents  per  hour  for  other  painters. 

RojuroaEs  position. — The  railroad  management  contends  that  Sup- 
plement No.  4 and  Addendum  No.  2 were  erroneously  applied,  and 
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that  to  correct  such  error,  upon  receipt  of  Decision  Xo.  2,  the  in- 
crease of  15  cents  per  hour  provided  therein  for  maintenance  of  way 
painters  was  applied  to  the  rates  that  would  have  been  in  effect  had 
Supplement  No.  8 been  previously  applied  instead  of  Supplement 
No.  4,  the  working  conditions  of  the  national  agreement  with  main- 
tenance of  w'ay  employees  to  govern. 

Decision-. — (<2)  The  employees  in  question  do  not  come  under  the 
provisions  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts. 
The  Board,  therefore,  decides  that  it  is  not  proper  to  classify  and 
pa}’  them  in  accordance  wdth  said  national  agreement. 

(Z>)  In  view  of  the  fact  that  Decision  No.  2 provides  thaf  the  in- 
creases .specified  therein  be  added  to  the  rates  established  by  or  under 
the  authority  of  the  United  States  Eailroad  Administration,  the 
Board  decides  that  the  increase  of  15  cents  per  hour  specified  therein 
for  maintenance  of  way  mechanics  shall  be  added  to  the  rates  in 
effect  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920. 


DECISION  NO.  93.— DOCKET  69. 

Chicago,  III.,  March  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotiv^e  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  The  Texas  & Pacific  Railway. 

Question.— -1.^  the  adoption  of  Article  II,  Supplement  24,  to  Gen- 
eral Order  No.  27,  mandatory,  or  are  the  committees  privileged  to 
retain  their  present  basic-day  rule,  which  is  more  favorable  ? 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Article  I,  paragraphs  (t)  and  (c),  engineers’ 
agreement,  read  as  follows: 

“(&)  One  hundred  (100)  miles  or  less  to  constitute  a day,  overtime  at  one- 
eighth  of  the  daily  rate  per  hour. 

“(c)  On  passenger  runs  all  delays  over  schedule  time  (each  schedule  either 
sti-aightaway  or  turnaround  to  be  taken  separately)  shall  be  paid  for  at 
regular  overtime  rates  according  to  class  of  engine.” 

Article  I,  paragraphs  (a),  (h),  (c),  and  (e),  firemen’s  agreement,  read  as 
follows : 

“(«-)  One  hundred  (100)  miles  or  less  to  constitute  a day’s  work. 

“(6)  In  all  classes  of  service  overtime  to  be  computed  on  the  minute  basis. 

“(c)  Firemen’s  time  will  commence  at  the  time  he  is  required  to  report  for 
duty  and  will  conclude  at  the  time  the  engine  is  placed  on  the  designated  track 
or  is  relieved  by  hostlers  at  terminal.  If  more  than  schedule  running  time 
is  used  on  any  passenger  run,  overtime  shall  be  paid  at  one-eighth  of  the  daily 
rate  for  all  time  thus  consumed.” 

“(e)  When  the  schedule  of  a train  provides  (on  other  than  turn-around 
runs)  for  a stop  not  in  connection  with  the  work  of  the  train,  of  a period*  of 
more  than  one  hour,  overtime  shall  be  paid  for  ail  time  in  excess  of  one  hour.” 

Article  2 of  Supplement  24  reads  as  follows : 

“One  hundred  (100)  miles  or  less  (straight-away  or  turn-around),  five 
hours  or  less,  except  as  provided  in  article  3,  section  (a),  shall  constitute  a 
day’s  work;  miles  in  excess  of  one  hundred  (100)  will  be  paid  for  at  the  mile- 
age rate  provided,  according  to  class  of  engine.” 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  the  employees  have  the  option 
of  accepting  or  rejecting  in  its  entirety  the  eight- within-ten-hoiir 
rule. 

Where  retained,  it  shall  be  written  into  schedules  without  change. 
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DECISION  NO.  94.— DOCKET  113. 

Chicago,  III.,  March  5,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway. 

Statement. — For  some  years  prior  to  September  1,  1920,  the  defend- 
ant railway  company  had  allowed  certain  section  houses,  built  and 
owned  by  the  company  at  different  places  along  its  line,  to  be  occu- 
pied by  section  foremen  in  its  employ  free  of  charge. 

Effective  as  of  September  1,  1920,  the  company  gave  notice  that 
thereafter  it  had  arranged  to  make  a monthly  rental  charge  of  $5 
for  each  of  such  houses,  and  make  a deduction  of  $5  per  month  from 
the  Avages  of  section  foremen  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  such 
quarters ; this  ruling  not  to  affect  employees  occupying  bunk  houses 
or  bodies  from  dismantled  cars,  but  only  section  foremen  occupying 
cottages  constructed  by  the  company  and  which  had  been  used  as 
homes  for  such  employees.  To  the  proposed  arrangement  the  em- 
ployees objected  and  the  matter  has  been  brought  before  the  Board 
for  settlement. 

Question — The  question  is,  Has  the  Missouri,  Kansas  8c  Texas 
Eailway  the  right  to  make  tills  charge  of  $5  per  month  for  such 
company-owned  section  houses  which  haA^e  heretofore  for  some  years 
been  allowed  by  the  company  to  be  occupied  by  section  foremen  free 
of  rental. 

Employees’’  position-~T\iQ  employees  contend  that  such  a rule  will 
be  a violation  of  the  terms  of  the  national  agreement  with  the  em- 
ployees of  the  maintenance  of  way  department,  section  (i).  Article 
Vl,  of  Avhich  reads  as  follows : 

Any  privileges  or  practices  necessary  to  meet  local  conditions  and  not  con- 
flicting with  any  rules  of  these  articles  are  not  affected. 

The  employees  further  contend  that  it  has  always  been  considered 
that  the  providing  of  living  quarters  by  the  company  constituted  one 
of  the  considerations  and  part  of  the  remuneration  of  such  employ- 
ment, and  that  the  charge  of  $5  per  month  rental  results  in  a reduc- 
tion of  pay  which  is  in  conflict  with  Decision  No.  2,  and  therefore 
should  not  be  made. 

Employees  fuifher  contend  that  the  provisions  of  the  national 
agreement  above  referred  to  preserve  this  practice  and  in  effect 
Avrites  into  the  national  agreement  such  practice  as  a part  of  the 
contract. 

Position  of  the  mcmagement. — The  management  takes  the  position 
that  they  have  no  i*ule  or  agreement  or  practice  whereby  the  use 
of  the  section  houses  was  regarded  as  a part  of  the  compensation 
of  the  section  foreman;  that  there  was  no  such  general  or  universal 
practice  as  made  it  part  of  the  contract  of  employment,  and  further 
contend  that  the  question  of  the  occupation  of  the  section  houses 
is  rather  a living  condition  than  one  of  the  conditions  of  employ- 
ment. 

Decision. — A hearing  was  duly  had.  In  reference  to  the  questions 
presented,  the  Board  finds  that  for  several  years  prior  to  the  na- 
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tional  agreement  and  after  the  termination  of  Federal  control  and 
up  until  this  dispute  arose  the  railroad  company  had  certain  sec- 
tion houses  along  its  line  which  were  built  and  owned  by  the  com-" 
pan}^,  and  which,  prior  to  tlie  proposed  order,  had  been  allowed 
to  be  occupied  by  foremen  of  section  gangs  without  rental. 

The  evidence  showed  that  the  facts  and  history  relating  to  this 
are  substantially  that  certain  of  such  houses  were  erected  for  the 
convenience  of  the  company  at  different  times  in  the  early  history 
of  the  road  along  certain  places  vhere  it  was  difficult  to  obtain 
houses  or  accommodations,  and  the  erection  of  these  houses  was  neces- 
sary to  secure  proper  places  of  residence  for  section  foremen.  They 
were  erected  from  time  to  time  at  such  places  as  the  necessity  of 
such  road  indicated,  and  some  of  them  were  moved,  some  abandoned, 
new  ones  built  at  other  places,  but  there  never  was  a universal  or 
general  i:>ractice  in  regard  to  furnishing  foremen  with  houses.  In 
other  words,  there  was  not  and  never  has  been  any  definite  practice 
or  rule  with  respect  to  the  furnishing  of  section  houses  or  the 
charging  of  rental  for  company-owned  houses. 

The  evidence  showed  that  only  about  50  per  cent  of  the  fore- 
men were  furnished  with  such  houses,  and,  as  stated,  these  were 
sometimes  changed  and  foremen  were  changed  and  transferred  from 
place  to  place.  It  so  happened  that  at  a certain  place,  Atoka,  Okla., 
there  were  several  section  gangs,  but  only  one  house  furnished. 
Tliere  was  a differential  in  pay  for  a time,  but  for  some  years  there 
was  no  differential.  At  places  where  section  houses  were  not 
furnished  foremen  had  to  pay  from  $12  to  $20  for  houses. 

The  Board  finds  that  there  was  no  such  definite,  universal,  or 
general  practice  in  regard  to  this  matter  as  would  justify  the  as- 
sumption that  to  continue  to  furnish  such  houses  was  a definite  and 
general  arrangement  or  could  be  construed  as  written  into  the  con- 
tract. The  Board  therefore  decides  that  the  claim  of  the  employees 
is  not  sustained,  and  that  the  company  had  a right  to  furnish  these 
houses  or  not  and  charge  rental  therefor  or  not,  as  it  may  decide 
the  interest  of  the  business  required.  This  is  not  intended  to  affect 
any  special  contract  or  agreement  made  with  any  section  foreman  or 
his  representative. 

The  claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  95.— DOCKET  150. 

Chicago,  III.,  March  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  Oregon-Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — The  committee  and  management  are  nnable  to 
agree  on  the  application  of  Decision  Xo.  2 (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3),  United  States 
Railroad  Labor  Board,  dated  Chicago,  111.,  July  20,  1920. 

The  following  rule  was  in  effect  February  29,  1920,  and  is  now  in  effect : 

“ In  short  turn-around  passenger  service  the  earnings  from  mileage,  over- 
time or  other  rules  applicable  for  each  day  service  is  performed  shall  not  be 
less  than  .$6  for  engineers  and  $4.25  for  firemen.” 
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Decision. — Parties  at  interest  agi’eed  upon  a settlement  in  this  case 
and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  96.— DOCKET  151. 

Chicago,  III.,  March  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

J(Ant  staiemenf  of  facts. — The  committee  and  management  are  unable  to 
agree  on  the  application  of  Decision  No.  2 (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3),  United  States 
Railroad  Labor  Board,  dated  Chicago,  111.,  July  20,  1920. 

The  following  rule  was  in  effect  February  29,  1920 : 

‘'Article  3 (c). — All  passenger  overtime  will  be  paid  for  at  the  rate  of  83 
cents  per  hour  for  engineers,  and  58  cents  for  firemen,  and  will  »)e  computed  on 
the  minute  basis.” 

Position  of  Committee. — Committee  contends  that  section  1,  Article  VI,  of 
Decision  No.  2 increased  rates  in  passenger  service  80  cents  per  day,  or  16 
cents  per  hour.  The  overtime  rate  in  passenger  service  is  an  hourly  rate,  and 
we  believe  that  the  decision  of  the  Board  contemplates  increasing  the  hourly 
overtime  rate  in  the  same  proportion  as  the  daily  rate  is  increased,  therefore, 
we  believe  that  our  hourly  overtime  rate  in  passenger  service  is  Increased  by 
one-fifth  of  the  increase  granted  on  the  dally  rate,  making  the  overtime  rate 
for  engineers  and  motormen  99  cents  per  hour  and  for  firemen  74  cents  per  hour. 

Position  of  Management. — Article  VI  of  Decision  No,  2 covers  “ engine  service 
employees  ” and  shows  the  amount  of  increase  to  be  applied  in  the  various 
classes  of  service.  In  passenger  service  (sec.  1)  the  increase  is  8 cents  per 
mile,  80  cents  per  day,  and  this  increase  has  been  applied  to  the  mileage  and 
daily  rates  of  pay. 

“ It  is  the  understanding  of  the  management  that  the  flat  over- 
time hourly  rate  in  passenger  service  of  83  cents  per  hour  for  en- 
gineers, and  58  cents  per  hour  for  firemen,  covered  by  article  3 (c), 
quoted  in  joint  statement  of  facts,  bears  no  relation  to  mileage  or 
daily  rates  covered  by  section  1,  passenger  service.  Article  VI.  of 
Decision  No.  2;  therefore,  the  increase  per  mile  and  per  da.y  author- 
ized in  this  section  and  article  of  Decision  No.  2 should  not  apply  to 
flat  hourly  overtime  rates  in  passenger  service.” 

Decision. — Parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  from  consideration  by  the  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  97.— DOCKET  152. 


Chicago,  111.,  March  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  Oregon-Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — The  committee  and  management  are  unable  to 
agree  on  the  application  of  Decision  No.  2 (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3),  United  States 
Railroad  Labor  Board,  dated  Chicago,  111.,  .July  20,  1920. 

The  following  rule  was  in  effect  February  29,  1920 : 

“Article  28. — Deadheading.  Deadheading  <on  company  business  on  passenger 
trains  will  be  paid  for  the  actual  mileage  at  5.21  cents  per  mile  for  engineers, 
and  3.36  cents  per  mile  for  firemen,  and  for  deadheading  on  other  trains  at 
5.92  cents  per  mile  for  engineers,  and  3.84  cents  per  mile  for  firemen ; pro- 


DECISIONS. 


75 


Tided,  that  a minimum  day  at  the  above  rates  will  be  paid  for  the  deadhead 
trip  if  no  other  service  is  performed  within  twenty-four  (24)  hours  from  time 
called  to  deadhead.  Deadheading  resulting  from  the  exercise  of  seniority  rights 
will  not  be  paid  for.” 

Decision. — Parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this  case 
and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  98.— DOCKET  153. 

Chicago,  III.,  March  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  Oregon-Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — The  committee  and  management  are  unable  to 
agi’ee  on  the  application  of  Decision  No.  2 (Do(‘kets  1,  2,  and  3),  United  States 
Railroad  Labor  Board,  dated  Chicago,  111.,  July  20,  1920. 

The  following  rule  was  in  effect  February  29,  1920 : 


Runs  between — 
(1) 

Mileage. 

Guarantee  per  month 
(all  classes  of  engines). 

Over- 

time 

after 

(hours). 

(8) 

Card. 

(2) 

Al- 

lowed. 

(3) 

Trips. 

(4) 

Engi- 

neers. 

(5) 

Fire- 

men 

(coal). 

(6) 

Fire- 

men 

(oil). 

(7) 

Heppner  Junction  and  Heppuer 

90.4 

100 

Double.. 

$159.  80 

$114.  80 

$109. 98 

8 

Arlington  and  Condon 

90.0 

100 

Double. . 

185.30 

128.  35 

124.  95 

8 

Pendleton  and  Pilot  Rock 

74.0 

100 

2-dbls . . . 

155.  55 

111.39 

ia5.  75 

8 

La  Grande  and  Elgin 

&3.6 

100 

2-dbls... 

155.  55 

111.  39. 

105.  75 

8 

Dayton  and  Bolles  junction 

52.0 

100 

2-dbls . . . 

160.  65 

8 

Starbuck  and  Pomeroy 

59.0 

100 

Double.. 

160.  65 

120.  70 

114.80 

8 

Colfax  and  Moscow 

55.8 

100 

Double.. 

160.  65 

120.70 

114.80 

8 

Sierra  Nevada  and  Branch. 

186.  15 

129.  20 

124. 95 

8 

Wallace  and  Burke 

188. 15 

129,20 

124.  95 

8 

“Note. — The  above  runs  will  be  paid  on  the  mileage  basis,  according  to 
class  of  engine,  but  not  less  than  the  monthly  guarantee  shown  in  columns  5, 
6,  and  7,  exclusive  of  overtime.” 

Decision. — Parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  99.— DOCKET  176. 

Chicago,  III.,  March  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  engineers  and  firemen  for  a minimum  of  100 
miles  for  service  Umatilla  to  Kieth  on  train  20,  period  March  1 to 
July  11,  1920. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Between  IVIarch  1 and  July  11,  1920,  three  engi- 
neers and  three  firemen  handled  trains  Nos.  6 and  20  eastbound.  Train  No.  6, 
Portland  to  Umatilla,  and  train  No.  20,  Umatilla  to  Rieth,  returning  Rietii  to 
Portland  in  turn  with  other  passenger  crews. 

Specific  claim  of  Engineer  Auld  and  Fireman  Pazina  for  1(X)  miles.  Umatilla 
to  Rieth,  on  train  No.  20. 
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decision. — The  Board  decides  that  payment  for  time  was  prop- 
erly made  in  accordance  with  article  3 of  the  engineers’  and  fire- 
men’s agreement 


DECISION  NO.  ICO.— DOCKET  177. 

Chicago,  Hi.,  March  5,  1021. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Engineer  Rasmussen,  assigned  to  the  extra  list  at 
Walla  Walla,  claimed  100  miles  for  riinaronnd  or  time  lost  on  account  of  crew 
assigned  to  Starbuck,  Grange  City,  and  Riparia  switch  engine  being  used  for 
freight  work  between  Starbuck  and  Bolles  on  May  3,  1920. 

Decision. — Parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Board. 


DECISION  NO,  101.— DOCKET  178. 

Chicago,  lit.,  March  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v,  Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Claim  of  engineer  and  firemen  assigned  to  IMoscow 
branch  for  additional  compensation  for  switching  at  Colfax  not  in  connection 
with  making  up  or  disposing  of  their  own  train. 

The  service  is  paid  for  at  local  freight  rates  and  under  the  local 
freight  rule  reading: 

Local  or  way  freight  service  is  understood  to  mean  the  train  that  goes 
over  the  district  handling  the  usual  way  freight  and  local  switching  service — 
what  is  commonly  termed  the  “local” — carrying  “peddler”  cars,  loading  and 
unloading  way  freight  and  doing  the  station  switching. 

'No  mention  is  made  as  to  whether  or  not  the  switching  must  be 
performed  in  connection  with  making  up  or  disposing  of  their  own 
train,  the  rule  specifies  “station  stvitching.” 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  claim  for  additional  compensa- 
tion for  switching  at  Colfax  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  102.--DOCKET  179. 

Chicago,  III.,  March  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  fireman  for  riinaronnd  at  The  Dalles. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Fireman  Reimann  was  assigned  in  pool  freight 
service  between  The  Dalles  and  Rieth,  and  was  available  April  16,  1920,  but 
was  not  called  for  his  regular  turn. 
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Decision. — Parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  103.— DOCKET  180. 

Chicago,  III,  ifarcJi  5,  1922. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — On  Tune  10,  1920,  Engineer  Stover  ami  Fireman 
G.  D.  Hutchinson,  assigned  to  helper  service,  reported  for  duty  at  Huntington 
10.30  a.  m.,  run  to  Baker,  thence  to  Crooks,  thence  to  Baker,  thence  to  Hunting- 
ton,  when  they  were  released  from  duty  at  10.30  p.  m. ; total  time  on  duty,  12 
hours. 

Claim  was  made  for  continuous  time  from  time  crew  reported  for  duty  until 
they  were  released,  plus  67  miles.  Company  allowed  162  miles. 

Decision. — Parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this  case 
and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  104.— DOCKET  157. 

Chicago,  III.,  March  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Question.— CoJitroyersy  over  rate  of  pay  for  crews  assigned  to 
helper  service  account  committees  meeting  company’s  request  for 
‘‘  service  period  ” helper  rule  in  lieu  of  ‘‘  first-in  first-out  ” provisions 
of  rule  previously  agreed  upon. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — For  several  years  the  management  and  the  com- 
mittees have  been  in  disagreement  as  to  the  proper  application  of  helper  rules 
in  effect  on  the  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad. 

In  September,  1919,  the  question  was  presented  to  Railway  Board  of  Adjust- 
ment No.  1.  which  remanded  the  case,  “ for  the  parties  to  reach  a fair  and 
equitable  adjustment.”  In  August,  1920,  the  case  was  again  submitted  to  the 
Railway  Board  of  Adjustment  No.  1,  and  after  criticizing  the  parties  at  interest 
for  again  submitting  the  matter,  the  Board  again  remanded  the  case  for 
“ parties  to  reach  a fair  and  equitable  adjustment.” 

At  conference  recentl.v  held,  the  committees  and  the  company  again  failed 
to  agree,  but  their  failure  only  constitutes  a difference  in  rates,  the  committees 
asking  for  increases  to  be  added  to  through  freight  rates,  and  the  company 
declining  to  grant  same ; rules  to  govern  being  agreed  upon. 

The  parties  at  interest  request  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  to 
decide  the  question  of  increased  rates  for  crews  assigned  to  helper  service,  the 
Board  to  write  increases  granted,  if  any,  into  rules  submitted,  and  each  party 
agrees  to  accept  said  decision  as  final  and  to  incorporate  same  in  agreements 
as  the  article  governing  in  helper  service. 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  the  rate  of  pay  for  helper  serv- 
ice shall  be  the  same  as  that  for  freight  service. 
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DECISION  NO.  105.— DOCKET  158. 


Chicafjo,  III.,  March  5,  I92J. 


Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemeii  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  Enoineer  A.  F.  Smith  for  rimaroiincl  at  East 
San  Pedro  on  April  27  and  28,  1920. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — April  27  and  28  Engineer  A.  P.  Smith  was 
regularly  assigned  to  train  No.  24  out  ot  Los  Angeles  to  East  San  Pedro,  and 
first  No.  25  Ease  San  Pedro  to  Los  Angeles. 

On  April  27  Engineer  Smith’s  train,  which  consisted  of  three  cars,  was  in- 
structed to  run  as  second  No.  25  instead  of  first,  and  pick  up  two  cars  at  First 
Street,  Long  Beach ; this  in  order  not  to  delay  the  train  Which  ordinarily  runs 
as  second  section,  consisting  of  12  coach  loads  of  passengers.  The  same  move- 
ment was  made  on  April  28,  except  that  only  one  enr  was  picked  up. 

Claim  was  made  for  runaround  and  denied. 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  Eng^ineer  Smith  is  not  entitled 
to  runaround  on  April  27  and  28,  1920,  due  to  the  fact  that  he  went 
out  on  the  train  for  which  he  was  called. 


DECISION  NO.  106.— DOCKET  162. 

Chicago,  III.,  March  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Kansas  City  Southern  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  reinstatement  of  Sy/itehmen  M.  B.  O’Con- 
nell and  C.  W.  Bowman,  with  pay  for  all  time  lost,  dismissed  account 
alleged  insubordination  on  March  26,  1920,  in  connection  with  re- 
fusing to  couple  air  hose. 

Decision. — ^^Claim  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  107.— DOCKET  117. 

Chicago,  lU.,  March  11,  1921. 

Order  of  Sleeping  Car  Conductors  v.  The  Pullman  Co. 


Question. — Bequest  for  increase  in  wages  and  change  in  worldng 
conditions. 

Statement. — ^^The  record  discloses  tha,t  the  rates  in  effect  were  those 
established  by  the  United  States  Bailroad  Administration,  to  which 
was  added  $30  per  month  by  The  Pullman  Co.,  effectiye  as  of  August 
1 , 1920,  thereby  creating  rates  of  pay  ranging  from  $155  to  $190  per 
month,  based  upon  term  of  service  periods.  The  rules  are  sub- 
stantially those  established  by  and  under  the  authority  of  the  United 
States  Bailroad  Administration. 

Decision. — The  Board  has  given  careful  consideration  to  the  evi- 
dence submitted,  and  decides  that  the  present  rates  of  pay  and 
working  conditions  are  just  and  reasonable. 
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DECISION  NO.  108.— DOCKET  26. 

Chicago,  III.,  3 [arch  16,  1921. 

American  Train  Dispatchers  Association;  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engi- 
neers; Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen;  Brotherhood  of 
Railroad  Trainmen;  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and' Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees;  Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen 
of  America;  International  Alliance  of  Amalgamated  Sheet  Metal  Workers; 
International  Association  of  Machinists;  International  Brotherhood  of 
Blacksmiths,  Drop  Forgers  and  Helpers;  International  Brotherhood  of 
Boilermakers,  Iron  Ship  Builders  and  Helpers  of  America;  International 
Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers;  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers;  Order 
of  Railway  Conductors;  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.; 
United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail v/ ay  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Akron,  Canton  & Youngsto^’i’H  Railway;  Apalachicola  Northern 
Railroad;  Arizona  & New  Mexico  Railway;  Atlanta  & St.  Andrews  Bay 
Railway;  Blue  Ridge  Railway;  Boyne  City,  Gaylord  & Alpena  Railroad; 
Butte,  Anaconda  & Pacific  Railway;  Brooklyn  Eastern  District  Terminal; 
Carolina  & Northwestern  Railway;  Central  New  York  Southern  Railroad 
Corporation;  Charlotte  Harbor  & Northern  Railway;  Charlotte,  Monroe  & 
Columbia  Railroad;  Chicago  & Illinois  Midland  Railway;  Copper  Range 
Railroad  Co. ; Danville  & Western  Railroad ; Dayton,  Toledo  & Chicago  Rail- 
way; Detroit,  Bay  City  & \¥estern  Railroad;  Duluth  & Northern  Minnesota 
Railway;  East  & West  Coast  Railway;  East  Broad  Top  Railroad  '&  Coal  Co.; 
East  Tennessee  8c  Western  North  Carolina  Railroad;  Erie  & Michigan 
Railway  & Navigation  Co.;  Eseanaba  & Lake  Superior  Railroad;  Florida 
Central  & Gulf  Railway;  Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad;  Fort  Smith, 
Subiaco  & Rock  Island  Railroad;  Gainesville  Midland  Railway;  Georgia  & 
Florida  Railway;  Green  Bay  & Western  Railroad;  Greenwich  & Johiison- 
ville  Railway;  Gulf,  Florida  & Alabama  Railway;  Hawkinsville  & Florida 
Southern  Railway;  High  Point,  Randleman,  Asheboro  & Southern  Railroad; 
Houston  & Brazos  Valley  Railway;  Indian  Creek  Valley  Railway;  Interstate 
Railroad  Co.;  Lake  Erie,  Franklin  & Clarion  Railroad;  Live  Oak,  Perry  & 
Gulf  Railroad;  Louisiana  & Pacific  Railway;  Louisiana  Railway  & Naviga- 
tion Co.;  Macon  & Birmingham  Railway;  Macon,  Dublin  & Savannah  Rail- 
road; Manistee  & Northeastern  Railroad  Co.;  Memphis,  Dallas  & Gulf 
Railroad;  Midland  Termiinal  Railway;  Middletown  & Unionville  Railroad; 
Minnesota,  Dakota  & Western  Railway;  Mississippi  River  & Bonne  Terre 
Railway;  Narragansett  Pier  Railroad;  Northeast  Oklahoma  Railroad;  Pa- 
cific Coast  Railroad;  Philadelphia,  Bethlehem  & New  England  Railroad; 
Raleigh  & Charleston  Railroad;  St.  Louis  & Hannibal  Railroad  Company; 
Sandy  River  & Rangeley  Lakes  Railroad;  Spokane  International  Railway 
Co.;  Sumpter  Valley  Railway;  Susquehanna  & New  York  Railroad;  Tullulah 
Falls  Railway;  Tampa  & Gulf  Coast  Railroad;  Tampa  Northern  Railroad; 
Tennessee,  Alabama  & Georgia  Railroad;  Texas  City  Terminal  Co.;  Virginia 
& Truckee  Railway;  Wabash,  Chester  & Western  Railroad;  Wood  River 
Branch  Railroad;  Yadkin  Railroad. 

This  decision  is  on  a dispute  between  the  organizations  of  ein- 
plo^'ees  of  carriers  and  the  carriers  named  above.  Each  organiza- 
tion has  a dispute  with  one  or  more  of  the  carriers,  and  each  carrier 
has  a dispute  with  one  or  more  of  the  organizations. 

The  carriers  parties  to  thk  disimte  are  railroads  nsnally  denomi- 
nated “ Short  Lines.”  In  general,  they  are  remote  from  gi’eat  cities 
and  provide  service  for  small  communities  located  in  practically  all 
the  States  of  the  I^nion.  Tlieir  traffic  consists  for  the  most  part 
of  products  of  mines,  forests,  and  agriculture,  and  of  supplies  and 
equipment  for  these  industries. 

The  organizations  of  employees  request  that  the  agreements  and 
orders,  etc.,  of  the  United  States  Eailroad  Administration,  now  ap- 
plied to  employees  of  standard  railroads,  be  applied  to  them  and 
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that  substantially  the  same  scales  paid  by  standard  railroads  be 
applied  to  employees  of  short  line  railroads,  parties  to  this  dispute. 

Idle  total  number  of  employees  of  these  carriers  is  approximately 
4,000.  The  number  of  the  employees  of  the  several  carriers  varies 
as  between  them  from  25  to  400. 

Eailroad  labor  on  these  carriers  is  not  divided  to  the  extent  found 
necessary  on  large  carriers.  Many  short  line  emjiloyees  perform  di- 
versified duties,  each  of  which  on  large  carriers  is  allotted  to  a par- 
ticular class  or  trade. 

To  determine  just  and  reasonable  wages  for  imy  class  of  employees 
requires  consideration  of  the  work  done  for  such  wages.  In  the 
present  case  the  work  done  by  each  class  of  short  line  employees 
varies  to  a substantial  extent  on  each  carrier.  In  many  instances 
the  work  done  by  any  class  varies  substantially  as  between  the  in- 
dividuals in  that  class.  Thus  the  determination  of  just  and  reason- 
able wages  for  any  class  requires  the  consideration  of  innumerable 
and  diverse  circumstances  and  in  many  instances  consideration  of 
the  work  done  by  individual  employees. 

There  are  wide  variations  as  between  these  carriers  in  the  cost  of 
living  for  employees  in  the  communities  they  serve,  in  the  scales  of 
wages  paid  for  similar  work  in  other  industries,  in  the  hazards  of  the 
employment,  the  training  and  skill  required,  the  degree  of  responsi- 
bility, the  character  and  regularity  of  the  employment,  and  in  other 
circumstances  relevant  to  a determination  of  just  and  reasonable 
wages. 

By  reason  of  the  nonexistence  of  boards  of  adjustment,  this  Board 
has  under  consideration  several  hundred  grievance  cases  which 
should  be  determined  by  boards  of  adjustment,  were  they  in  existence. 
It  also  has  under  consideration  the  matter  of  rules  and  working 
conditions  for  the  2,000,000  employees  of  standard  railways. 

The  Labor  Board  has  found  it  impracticable  to  decide  on  the  evi- 
dence submitted  in  this  case  what  are  reasonable  wages  for  the* 
varying  work  done  under  infinitely  varying  conditions  by  the  4,000 
employees  of  the  carriers  parties  to  this  dispute.  Classification 
of  short  line  employees  is  necessary  for  such  decision  and  such 
classification  requires  elaborate  study.  A classification  of  employees 
of  standard  railroads  is  now  in  progress.  It  is  practically  impossible 
for  this  Board  to  undertake  the  classification  of  short  line  employees 
while  the  classification  of  standard  railroad  employees  is  still  un- 
determined. 

A portion  of  the  dispute  herein  relates  to  rules  and  working  con- 
ditions on  short  line  railroads  parties  hereto. 

The  Labor  Board  has  now  before  it  the  question  of  what  is  to  be 
done  with  reference  to  the  national  agreements,  orders,  etc.,  of  the 
United  States  Eailroad  Administration,  the  portion  of  the  dispute 
referred  to  it  on  April  15,  1920,  undecided  by  Decision  No.  2.  This 
Board  finds  it  impracticable  to  determine  what  reasonable  rules  shall 
be  on  the  short  lines  until  the  question  of  reasonable  rules  and  work- 
ing conditions  on  the  standard  railroads  has  been  disposed  of. 

Changes  are  now  taking  place  in  the  cost  of  living  and  in  the  wage 
scales  paid  for  similar  work  in  other  industries  which  appear  to 
justify  conferences  between  the  carriers  parties  to  this  dispute  and 
representatives  of  their  employees.  It  is  the  view  of  this  Board  that 
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as  to  the  short  line  carriers  such  conference  would  produce  more 
reasonable  results  than  would  be  accomplished  if  this  Board  should 
how  undertake  to  determine  reasonable  wages  and  working  condi- 
tions for  the  employees  of  the  short  lines  parties  to  this  dispute. 

This  statement  is  to  be  understood  as  applicable  to  the  circum- 
stances of  this  dispute  as  to  short  line  employees  and  not  to  be 
taken  as  indicative  of  the  Board’s  view  as  to  appropriate  action  as 
to  conference  in  another  dispute  now  before  it  as  to  rules  and  work- 
ing conditions  on  standard  railways. 

Decision. — For  the  I’eason  stated,  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of 
representatives  of  employees  of  said  carriers  to  meet  representatives 
of  the  carriers  or  any  of  them  in  conference  as  to  wages  and  work- 
ing conditions  and  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  parties  to 
such  conference  to  refer  any  dispute  undecided  therein  to  this  Board 
for  decision,  these  disputes  are  dismissed. 

This  decision  shall  not  be  considered  as  affecting  any  wage  in- 
crease now  in  effect  nor  any  agreement  regarding  wages  between 
any  of  the  carriers  and  their  employees. 


DECISION  NO.  109.— DOCKET  14. 

Chicago,  III.,  March  25,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  v.  Butler  County  Railroad  Co. 

A hearing  has  beeivhad  in  the  above-entitled  matter  under  the 
belief  that  api^lication  for  decision  had  been  duly  filed  according  to 
law. 

On  examination  of  the  record,  however,  it  appears  that  no  appli- 
cation for  decision  was  filed  by  the  chief  executive  of  any  organi- 
zation of  railroad  employees.  The  Labor  Board  was  requested  to 
use  its  good  offices  toward  the  reinstatement  of  five  men  discharged 
by  the  management  of  the  carrier. 

Decision.— Labor  Board  is  without  power  to  decide  this  con- 
troversy as  a dispute,  for  the  reasons  stated. 

Examination  of  the  records  does  not  disclose  sufficient  reason 
for  this  Board  to  undertake  to  use  its  good  offices  toward  the  action 
remiested. 

The  matter  is,  for  the  reasons  stated,  dismissed. 


DECISION  NO.  110.— DOCKET  166. 

Chicago,  III.,  April  2,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — The  Chicago  & North  Western  Eailway  Co.  has  not 
applied  the  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2 of  the  LTiited  States  Bail- 
road  Labor  Board  to  employees  who  voluntarily  left  its  service  prior 
to  August  1,  1920. 
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The  employees  claim  that  the  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2 apply 
to  employees  who  voluntarily  left  the  carrier’s  service  prior  to  June 
12  and  subsecment  to  July  19,  1920. 

Decision. Labor  Board  decides  that  Interpretation  Xo.  19  to 
Decision  No.  2,  regarding  the  payment  of  back  time  to  employees 
under  the  lorovisions  of  Decision  No.  2,  shall  govern  in  this  disp\ite. 


DECISION  NO.  111.— DOCKET  333. 

Chicago,  III.,  April  6,  1921. 

New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.  v.  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers; 
Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Station  Employees;  Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen 
of  America;  Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America;  Brotherhood  of 
Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees; Federal  Labor  Union,  American  Federation  of  Labor;  International 
Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers;  International  Brotherhood  of  Station- 
ary Firemen  and  Oilers;  International  Brotherhood  of  Blacksmiths,  Drop 
Forgers  and  Helpers;  Railway  Coach  and  Car  Cleaners;  Railway  Em- 
ployees’ Department,  A.  F.  of  L,  (Federated  Shop  Crafts) ; United  Brother- 
hood of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers. 

Question.— The  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.  has  filed  an  ap- 
plication with  the  Labor  Board  asking  that  this  Board  hear  and  de- 
termine a dispute  betw^een  the  carrier  and  its  employees,  classed 
broadly  as  unskilled  labor,  and  asking  that  this  Board  at  once  issue 
a provisional  order  autxiorizing  the  said  carrier  to  pay  to  said  un- 
skilled labor  rates  of  Avages  less  than  those  determined  to  be  just  and 
reasonable  by  Decision  No.  2,  pending  final  decision  by  this  Board, 
the  said  decision  to  be  retroactive  to  April  1,  1921. 

Decision. — The  application  of  the  New  York  Central  Railroad 
Co.  for  provisional  order  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  112— DOCKET  173. 

Chicago,  III.,  April  7,  1921. 

• Railway  Express  Drivers,  Chauffeurs  and  Conductors  (Local  No.  720  of 
Chicago)  V.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Change  in  starting  time  of  employees  in  the  vehicle 
department,  American  Raihvay  Express  Cu.,  Chicago,  111. 

Statement. — Prior  to  September  27,  1920,  in  the  vehicle  depart- 
ment, working  hours  of  chauffeurs  and  helpers  were  from  7 a.  m.  to 
4 p.  m.  on  Mondays,  and  from  8 a.  m.  to  5 p.  m.  on  other  days  of  the 
Aveek.  Under  date  of  September  25,  1920,  instructions  Avere  issued 
that  effective  Monday,  September  27,  the  starting  time  of  these  em- 
ployees would  be  8 a.  m.  on  Mondays,  and  9 a.  m.  on  other  days  of 
the  Aveek. 

At  the  hearing  on  this  case,  February  24,  1920,  it  developed  that 
there  is  no  written  agreement  between  the  American  RailAvay  Ex- 
press Co.  and  the  Railway  Express  Drivers,  Chauffeurs,  and  Conduc- 
tors (Local  No.  720)  governing  employees  in  the  vehicle  department. 
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and  that  the  agreement  entered  into  between  the  American  Railway 
Express  Co.  and  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  and  Interna- 
tional Brotherhood  of  Teamstei-s,  Chauffeurs,  Stablemen  and  Helper's, 
under  date  of  February  15,  1920,  had  been  published  by  the  exx^ress 
company  as  a book  of  rules  governing  the  working  conditions  of 
these  employees ; that  the  rules  contained  in  this  agreement  had  been 
made  effective  for  those  emx3loyees;  and  that  the  employees  have 
availed  themselves  of  these  rules  and  conditions  thereby  created,  and 
it  was  therefore,  in  fact,  an  agreement  governing  the  emx^loyees  in 
question. 

Rule  No.  52  of  the  agreement  referred  to  reads  as  follows : 

Regular  assignments  (except  in  train  service)  shall  have  a fixed  starting 
time,  and  the  regular  starting  time  shall  not  be  changed  without  at  least 
36  hours’  notice  to  the  employees  affected. 

Decidon. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  change  in  starting 
time  of  the  employees  of  the  vehicle  department,  American  Railway 
Ex}3ress  Co.,  Chicago,  111.,  was  made  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
governing  the  employees  in  this  branch  of  service. 

Request  of  employees  that  the  working  hours  in  effect  prior  to 
September  27,  1920,  be  reestablished,  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  113.— DOCKET  210. 

Chicago,  III.,  April  7,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  The  Chicago  & Alton  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Do  the  positions  of  shox3  watchmen  at  the  repair  shops 
of  the  Chicago  & Alton  Railroad  Co.  come  within  the  scox>e  of  para- 
graph 2,  rule  1,  of  Article  I of  the  national  agreement  with  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Emx^loyees? 

^Statement. — The  national  agreement  with  the  Brotherhood  of 
Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  provides  that  the  rules  contained  therein  shall 
govern  the  hours  of  service  and  working  conditions  of  the  follo^ving 
classes  named  in  paragraph  2,  rule  1,  of  Article  I : 

Other  office  and  station  employees,  such  as  office  boys,  messengers,  chore 
boys,  train  announcers,  gatemen,  checkers,  baggage  and  parcel  room  employees, 
train  and  engine  crew  callers,  operators  of  office  or  station  equipment  devices, 
telephone  switchboard  operators,  elevator  operators,  office,  station,  and  ware- 
house watchmen,  and  janitors. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  term  “watchmen”  as  used  in  rule 
of  the  clerks’  national  agreement,  above  quoted,  ax3X3lies  to  all  watch- 
men except  those  carried  as  railroad  x^olicemen,  and  that  the  em- 
ployees in  question  should  be  x^aid  on  a daily  basis  of  eight  con- 
secutive hours,  exclusive  of  the  meal  period,  with  ax^prof^riate  over- 
time rates  for  time  worked  in  excess  thereof  and  on  Sundays  and 
holidays. 

The  carrier  states  that  watchmen  in  question  are  stationed  at  the 
doors  of  the  repair  shox^s  to  prevent  the  entrance  to  the  shops  of 
unauthorized  persons,  and  in  addition  thereto  they  register  their 
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inspection  of  the  building  on  boxes  located  at  various  ])laces  for  the 
purpose  ;•  and  contends  that  they  are  not  mentioned  in  the  agreement 
with  the  Brotherhood  of  Eailway  and  Steatnship  Clerks,  Freijrht 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees,  and  are  not  subject  to  its 
provisions. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  positions  of  shop 
watchmen  on  the  Chicai^o  & Alton  Eailroad  do  not  come  within  the 
scope  of  the  national  a^jreement  with  the  Brotherhood  of  Eailway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees. 


DECISION  NO.  114.—DOCKET  231. 

Chicago,  III.,  April  7,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Proper  application  of  section  3,  Article  XIII,  of  Deci- 
sion Xo.  2 (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3)  to  monthly-rated  employees. 

Statement. — In  applying  the  increases  to  monthly-rated  employees 
covered  by  article  3 of  the  award,  204  times  the  hourly  rate  specified 
was  added  to  the  monthly  rate  under  section  3 of  Article  XIII. 

Employees^  position. — Our  agreement  with  the  railroad  provides  for  a 200  to 
310  hour  month  for  monthly-rated  employees.  Section  7,  Article  XIII  of  Decision 
No.  2 says : “ Except  as  specifically  modified  herein,  the  rules  regulating  pay- 
ments of  overtime  or  working  conditions  in  all  branches  of  service,  and  the 
established  and  accepted  methods  of  computing  time  and  compensation  there- 
under, shall  remain  in  effect  until  or  unless  changed  in  the  manner  provided  by 
the  Transportation  Act,  1920.” 

We  contend  that  the  decision  of  the  Labor  Board  has  specifically  modified 
our  working  conditions  in  section  3 of  Article  XIII,  which  says  in  part, 
“ ❖ * * oi*  employees  paid  by  the  month,  add  204  times  the  hourly  rate 

specified  to  the  monthly  rate.”  Two  hundred  and  four  hours  when  worked 
out  establishes  a 300-day  year  for  monthly-rated  employees ; this  being  estab- 
lished and  the  employees’  salary  raised  on  this  basis,  we  contend  that  they 
should,  when  required  to  work  on  Sundays  or  the  seven  specified  holidays,  be 
paid  therefor  at  the  overtime  rates  in  addition  to  their  monthly  rate,  or  be 
paid  as  many  hours  per  month  as  their  assignment  requires  in  each  case,  times 
the  hourly  increase. 

Carrier’s  position. — In  applying  the  increases  specified  in  the  decision  for 
employees  paid  by  the  month,  204  times  the  hourly  rate  specified  v-as  added  to 
the  monthly  rate  in  accordance  with  our  understanding  of  section  3 of 
Article  XIII. 

Decision. — Interpretation  Xo.  1 to  Decision  Xo.  2 clearly  outlines 
the  intent  of  that  decision  in  applying  increases  to  monthly-rated 
employees  in  the  maintenance  of  way  department,  and  should,  there- 
fore, govern  in  this  dispute. 


DECISION  NO.  115.— DOCKET  233. 

Chicago,  111.,  April  7,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Proper  application  of  section  3,  Article  XIII  of  De- 
cision Xo.  2 to  monthly-rated  employees. 

statement. — The  railway  company  applied  the  monthly  increases  authorized 
in  Decision  No.  2 for  employees,  such  as  crossing  watchmen,  pumpers,  etc.,  to 
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the  monthly  rate  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States 
Kailroad  Administration.  The  employees  claim  that  the  monthly  rate  should 
be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  eight-hour  days  required  to  work 
per  calendar  year. 

Employees^  position. — On  the  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  we  have 
many  employees,  such  as  crossing  watchmen,  pumpers,  and  other  monthly-paid 
employees,  who  are  paid  on  a monthly  basis  and  required  to  work  3G5  days  per 
year.  We  contend  that  it  would  be  doing  such  employees,  who  are  paid  a 
monthly  salary  and  required  to  work  365  days  per  year,  a great  injustice  to 
figure  their  increase  in  wages  as  given  in  section  3 of  Article  XIII  unless 
proper  allowance  is  made  for  all  time  worked  in  excess  of  306  eight-hour  days 
per  year,  and  we  further  contend  that  it  is  the  intent  and  meaning  of  Decision 
No.  2 to  allow  the  employees  the  hourly  increase  applicable  to  their  position 
for  each  and  every  hour  required  to  work,  whether  on  an  hourly,  daily,  or 
monthly  salary. 

Carrier's  position. — Section  3,  Article  XIII  of  Decision  No.  2,  United  States 
Railroad  Labor  Board,  provides  that  in  order  to  determine  the  increase  for 
employees  paid  by  the  month,  add  204  times  the  hourly  rate  specified  to  the 
monthly  rate,  and,  as  the  monthly  rate  in  effect  prior  to  the  application  of 
Decision  No.  2 covered  the  number  of  days  of  the  assignment  whether  it  be 
26  or  more,  the  railway  company  takes  the  position  that,  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  3,  Article  XIII  of  Decision  No.  2,  the  employees  are 
entitled  to  an  increase  per  month  determined  by  multiplying  the  hourly  increase 
authorized  in  the  decision,  according  to  the  class  of  work  performed,  by  204, 
regardless  of  the  number  of  eight-hour  days  required  to  work  for  a iiionth’s 
assignment. 

Decision. — Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2 clearly  outlines 
the  intent  of  that  decision  in  apphung  increases  to  monthly-rated 
employees  in  the  maintenance  of  way  department,  and  should,  there- 
fore, govern  in  this  dispute. 


DECISION  NO.  116.— DOCKET  234. 

Chicago,  III.,  April  7,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Application  of  section  3,  Article  XIII  of  Decision 
No.  2. 

statement. — The  railway  company  applied  increases  specified  in  Decision 
No.  2 to  rates  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Rail- 
road Administration.  The  employees  claim  that  the  rates  authorized  in  De- 
cision No.  2 should  be  applied  to  rates  in  effect  as  of  July  20,  1920. 

Employees'  position. — The  preamble  of  Articles  II,  III,  and  IV  of  Decision 
No.  2 provides  that  the  increase  in  rates,  as  given  in  these  articles,  shall  apply 
to  the  rates  of  pay  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration.  We  find  in  a few  places  on  the  Chicago  & North 
Western  Railway  that  some  employees  were  given  a slight  increase  in  wages 
since  March  1,  1920,  and  prior  to  July  20,  1920,  but  in  no  case  did  this  raise 
exceed  the  maximum  rates  as  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the 
United  States  Railroad  Administration.  Owing  to  the  fact  that  this  small  in- 
crease in  wages  was  given  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  unjustifiable  ineciuali- 
ties  which  had  hitherto  existed,  and  as  the  rates  as  adjusted  since  March  1, 
1920,  and  prior  to  July  20,  1920,  did  not  exceed  the  maximum  rates  as  estab- 
lished by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration, 
we  contend  that  the  increased  rates  as  given  by  the  United  States  Railroad 
Labor  Board  should  apply  to  the  rates  in  effect  on  July  20,  1920. 

Carrier's  position. — The  increases  referred  to  in  the  employees’  position  were 
not  made  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  unjustifiable  inequalities,  but  were 
necessary  in  order  to  secure  labor  and  were  not  established  by  or  under  the 
authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration.  The  railway  com- 
pany, therefore,  takes  the  position  that  the  increases  authorized  in  Decision 
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No.  - do  not  apply  to  rates  established  subseciuent  to  termination  of  Federal 
control,  but.  in  accordaiuie  with  the  provisions  tliereof,  ai>ply  to  rates  esiali- 
lished  by  or  under  the  authority  of  tlie  United  States  lladroad  Administration. 

Decision. — Interpretation  No.  2 to  Decision  Xo.  2 clearly  outlines 
the  intent  of  Decision  Xo.  2 in  applying  increases  to  rates  e.stab- 
lished  subsequent  to  March  1,  1920,  and  should  govern  in  this  dis- 
pute. 


DECISION  NO.  117.— DOCKET  298. 

Chicago,  III.,  April  7,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  The  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Proper  application  of  the  hourly  increases  provided  in 
section  Article  III  of  Decision  Xo.  2 for  employees  paid  by  the 
month  who  are  assigned  to  work  more  than  201  hours  per  month. 

Statement. — ^The  Delavra  re,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad  Co.  employs 
men  for  various  positions  who  work  more  than  8 hours  per  day  (some  W(,>rk 
S,  9,  10,  11,  and  12  hours)  the  full  calendar  year,  and  pays  them  a monthly  rate 
to  cover  all  services  rendered  according  to  section  {a  12),  Article  V of  the 
national  agreement  with  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way 
Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers.  The  company  has  granted  the  same 
application  of  the  hourly  increase  specified  in  section  7,  Article  III  of  Decision 
No.  2 to  the  men  who  work  more  than  8 hours  per  day  as  ai^plied  to  the  other 
employees  who  work  only  8 hours  per  day. 

Empioi/ees’  position. — We  contend  that  the  increases  provided  in  section  7, 
Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2 should  be  added  to  the  rates  established  by  or 
under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  in  Supple- 
ment No.  8 and  the  national  agreement  with  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Main- 
tenance of  Way  Em])loyees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers  for  the  men  specifieil 
on  the  eight-hour  day  l)asis;  and  for  employees  required  to  work  over  eight 
hours  per  day  an  amount  should  be  added  per  month  equivalent  to  what  they 
would  earn  for  overtime.  This  overtime  amount  should  be  figured  on  the  basis 
-of  pro  rata  rate  for  the  ninth  and  tenth  hours  and  thereafter  at  the  rate  of 
time  and  one-half.  We  are  supported  in  this  basis  of  figuring  the  compensa- 
tion to  be  added  to  the  monthly  rate  to  cover  overtime  by  Docket  M-959  of 
Adjustment  Board  No.  3. 

The  railroad  management  contends  that  they  have  complied  with 
the  intent  of  Decision  Xo.  2 in  applying  201  times  the  hourly  increase 
to  monthly  rated  employees,  as  specified  in  section  T,  Article  III  of 
Decision  Xo.  2. 

Interpretation  Xo.  1 to  Decision  Xo.  2 clearly  outlines 
the  intent  of  section  7,  Article  III  of  Decision  Xo.  2 with  reference 
to  the  application  of  increases  to  monthly-rated  employees,  and 
should  govern  in  this  dispute. 


DECISION  NO.  118.—DOCKET  300. 

Chicago,  III.,  April  7,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maiintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Uhicugo,  Indianapolis  & Louis viUe  Railway. 

Question.— Jiow  should  an  increase  in  wages  granted  by  the 
United  States  Eailroad  Labor  Board  in  Decision  Xo.  2 lie  applied 
to  men  watching  street  crossings  who  were  paid  on  a monthly  basis? 

Statement. — On  July  20,  1920,  when  the  wage  award  was  granted  by  the 
United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  the  railroad  company  notified  all  crossing 
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w'atchmen  that  their  salary  would  be  increased  $17.34  per  month.  The  men 
workinj?  8 hours  got  the  same  increase  as  the  men  working  12  hours  per  day. 

Employees'  position. — We  contend  that  street  crossing  watchmen  who  were 
paid  on  a monthly  basis  for  an  eight-hour  day  prior  to  July  20,  1920,  are 
entitled  to  an  increase  of  $17.34  per  month,  to  be  added  to  their  salary  for  an 
ei^it-hour  day,  and  where  these  men  work  over  eight  hours  i>er  day  their 
salary  should  be  adjusted  accordingly,  pro  rata  rate  for  the  ninth  and  tenth 
hours  and  time  and  one-half  time  for  the  eleventh  and  twelfth  hours. 

Carrier's  position. — Street  crossing  watchmen  are  carried  on  the  pay  roll  as 
monthly  men,  and  in  applying  Article  XIII  of  Decision  No.  2 tliey  were  allowed 
204  times  the  hourly  rate  specified;  viz,  8|  cents,  making  $17.34,  which  we  added 
to  the  monthly  rate.  The  diiferentials  maintained  prior  to  January  1,  1918, 
due  to  hours  of  service  and  working  conditions,  are  still  maintainecl  plus  the 
increases  authorized  under  General  Order  No.  27  and  supplements  thereto. 

Decision. — Interpretation  ^o.  1 to  Decision  No.  2 clearly  outlines 
the  intent  of  section  7,  Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2 with  reference 
to  the  increases  to  monthly  rated  employees,  and  should  govern  in 
this  dispute. 


DECISION  NO.  119.— DOCKETS  1,  2,  AND  3. 

Chicago,  III.,  April  14,  1921. 

International  Association  of  Machinists;  Amalgamated  Sheet  Metal  Workers’ 
International  Alliance;  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers;  Brotherhood 
of  Railroad  Trainmen;  Brotherhood  of  Railway  & Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees;  Switchmen’s  Union  of 
North  America;  International  Brotherhood  of  Firemen  and  Oilers;  Brother- 
hood Railroad  Signalmen  of  America;  Railway  Employees’  Department, 
A.  F.  of  L.;  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and 
Railway  Shop  Laborers;  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers;  Brotherhood 
Railway  Carmen  of  America ; International  Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Work- 
ers; Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen;  Order  of  Railway 
Conductors;  International  Brotherhood  of  Boilermakers,  Iron  Ship  Builders 
and  Helpers  of  America;  International  Brotherhood  of  Blacksmiths,  Drop 
Forgers  and  Helpers;  National  Organization  Masters,  Mates  and  Pilots 
of  America;  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association;  International  Asso- 
ciation of  Railroad  Supervisors  of  Mechanics  v.  The  Atchison,  Topeka  & 
Santa  Fe  Railway  et  ai. 

This  decision  determines  the  undecided  portion  of  the  dispute 
between  the  carriers  and  organizations  of  their  employees  referred 
to  the  Labor  Board,  April  16,  1920.  That  dispute  was  what  should 
constitute  reasonable  wages  and  working  conditions  on  the  carriers 
parties  thereto.  On  July  20,  1920,  this  Board  decided  the  wage 
portion.  It  now  decides  upon  a method  of  arriving  at  rules  regulat- 
ing working  conditions. 

The  parties  are  set  forth  in  Exhibit  A. 

From  December  28,  1917,  to  March  1,  1920,  the  President  took  over 
and  operated  through  the  Director  General  of  Railroads  the  carriers 
parties  to  this  dispute.  On  March  1,  pursuant  to  the  Transportation' 
Act,  1920,  these  carriers  reverted  to  their  owners. 

During  F ederal  control  the  Director  General  of  Railroads  entered 
into  contracts  with  organizations  of  employees  of  these  carriers. 
These  contracts,  called  national  agreements,  set  out  the  classes  of 
employees  affected,  define  with  particularity  the  grades  in  each  class, 
specify  work  to  be  done  by  each  grade,  hours  of  service,  when  pay- 
ments shall  be  made,  how  forces  shall  be  reduced,  seniority  deter- 


88 


DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOE  BOARD. 


mined,  work  assigned,  grievances  adjusted,  apprentices  trained,  and 
otherwise  fix  the  rights  and  obligations  of  the  parties  as  to  Avork- 
ing  conditions.  These  agreeents  by  their  terms  expired  Avith  Fed- 
eral control.  In  the  same  period  certain  orders,  supplements  thereto 
and  interpretations  thereof,  relating  to  Avages  and  Avorking  condi- 
tions of  railroad  employees,  Avere  issued  by  the  authority  of  the 
Director  General.  These  orders,  etc.,  among  other  things,  classified 
positions,  determined  the  duties  and  rights  of  the  incumbents,  and 
fixed  the  wages  to  be  paid  such  incumbents.  These  orders  and  sup- 
plements provided  that  they  should  be  incorporated  into  existing 
agreements  between  railroads  and  their  employees. 

In  February,  1920,  the  said  organizations  pressed  long-standing  re- 
quests for  wage  increases  on  the  Director  General  of  Railroads,  who 
declined  to  act,  as  Federal  control  was  almost  at  an  end.  On  Feb- 
ruary 28,  the  Transportation  Act  became  law.  Section  301  proAudes 
that  all  disputes  betAveen  carriers  and  their  employees  shall  be  con- 
sidered and,  if  possible,  decided  in  conference  betAv^een  representa- 
tives of  the  parties,  and  if  there  undecided,  shall  be  referred  for 
decision  to  the  Railroad  Labor  Board  created  by  the  act.  Accord- 
ingly, the  Association  of  Railway  Executives  appointed  representa- 
tives of  the  carriers  released  from  Federal  control  to  confer  with 
representatives  of  the  organizations  on  the  pending  requests  for 
wage  increases. 

The  representatives  met  in  Washington  on  March  10,  1920.  On 
March  24,  the  employees  requested  that  the  carriers’  representatwes 
secure  authority  to  enter  into  an  agreement  preserving  after  Sep- 
tember 1, 1920,  the  provisions  of  the  general  orders,  supplements,  and 
addenda  issued  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  as 
well  as  the  national  agreements  and  interpretations  thereof.  On 
March  30,  the  representatives  of  the  carriers  declined  to  request  such 
authority. 

No  agreement  was  reached  by  the  conference  on  any  matter  in  dis- 
pute, and  on  April  16  the  entire  dispute  was  referred  to  the  Labor 
Board. 

On  May  3,  1920,  the  organizations  were  informed  by  the  chairman 
of  the  Association  of  Railway  Executives  that  the  association  had 
taken  the  following  action  on  the  request  for  continuance  of  the  na- 
tional agreements,  orders,  etc.,  of  the  Railroad  Administration : 

That  the  matter  of  continuing  national  agreements,  interpretations  thereof 
and  general  orders  and  all  other  arrangements  negotiated  between  tiie  United 
States  Railroad  Administration  and  the  so-called  standard  recognized  labor 
organizations  shall  be  handled  by  negotiation  bet\A^een  the  management  and 
employees  of  each  individual  railway. 

It  was  further  stated  that  “ this  recommendation  ” had  been  con- 
veyed to  all  the  member  roads  of  the  association. 

Accordingly,  the  organizations  arranged  for  the  presentation  about 
May  1,  1920,  to  each  carrier  of  a request  for  the  continuance  of  the 
national  agreements,  etc.  Such  requests  Avere  thereafter  made  on  each 
carrier.  Conferences  on  the  requests  were  denied  by  the  officers  of 
the  carriers  in  general  on  the  ground  that  the  matter  had  been  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision. 

In  formulating  Decision  No.  2,  the  Labor  Board  perceiA^ed  that  to 
inquire  into  the  justness  and  reasonableness  of  the  national  agree- 
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ments,  etc.,  as  well  as  to  decide  what  shall  constitute  just  and  reason- 
able w^ages,  was  impracticable.  Time  for  such  inquiry  was  lacking. 
Accordingly,  at  that  time  the  matter  of  the  national  agreements  and 
of  the  orders,  etc.,  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration 
was  thus  disposed  of : 

There  are  in  the  dispute  as  presented  questions  involving  rules  and  work- 
ing conditions,  some  of  which  are  interwoven  with  and  materially  affect  earn- 
ings and  wages.  Adequate  investigation  and  consideration  of  these  questions 
would  demand  time.  Existing  conditions  required  that  the  Board  should  make 
as  early  decision  of  the  wage  question  as  practicable.  For  that  reason,  it  has 
been  necessary — and  both  parties  to  the  controversy  have  indicated  it  to  be 
their  judgment  and  wish — that  the  Board  should  separate  the  questions  in- 
volving rules  and  working  conditions  from  the  wage  question.  Accordingly, 
the  Board  has  not  undertaken  herein  to  consider  or  change  the  rules  and 
agreements  now  existing  or  in  force  by  the  authority  of  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration  or  otherwise  and  this  decision  will  be  so  understood 
and  applied. 

The  Board  assumes  as  the  basis  of  this  decision  the  continuance  in  full 
force  and  effect  of  the  rules,  working  conditions,  and  agreements  in  force  under 
the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration.  Pending  the 
presentation,  consideration,  and  determination  of  the  questions  pertaining  to  ' 
the  continuation  or  modification  of  such  rules,  conditions,  and  agreements  no 
changes  therein  shall  be  made  except  by  agreement  between  the  carrier  and 
employees  concerned.  As  to  all  the  questions  with  reference  to  the  continua- 
tion or  modification  of  such  rules,  working  conditions,  and  agreements,  further 
hearings  will  be  had  at  the  earliest  practicable  date  and  decision  thereon  will 
be  rendered  as  soon  as  adequate  consideration  can  be  given. 

On  December  18,  1920,  the  parties  were  notified  to  present,  be- 
ginning January  10,  1921,  evidence  and  argument  on  this  dispute. 

The  evidence  and  arguments  submitted  support  the  following  con- 
clusions : j 

The  duty  imposed  by  section  301  on  all  carriers  and  their  officers, 
employees,  and  agents  to  consider  and  if  possible  to  decide  in  confer- 
ence all  disputes  between  carriers  and  their  employees  has  not  been 
performed  by  the  parties  hereto  either  with  regard  to  the  wage  or^ 
the  working  conditions  portion  of  this  dispute.  The  record  shows 
that  the  representatives  of  the  carriers  were  unwilling  to  assume  the ' 
responsibility  of  agreeing  to  substantial  wage  increases.  Hence,  the^ 
conference  of  March  10  to  April  1,  1920,  on  the  side  of  the  carriers 
was  merely  a perfunctory  performance  of  the  statute.  Nor  was  the 
action  of  the  organizations  with  regard  to  the  individual  carriers’ 
more  than  perfunctory.  Naked  presentation  as  irreducible  de-'^ 
mands  of  elaborate  wage  scales  carrying  substantial  increases,  or  of 
voluminous  forms  of  contract  regulating  working  conditions,  with 
instructions  to  sign  on  the  dotted  line,  is  not  a performance  of  the 
obligation  to  decide  disputes  in  conference  if  possible.  The  statute 
requires  an  honest  effort  by  the  parties  to  decide  in  conference.  If 
they  can  not  decide  all  matters  in  dispute  in  conference,  it  is  their 
duty  to  there  decide  all  that  is  possible  and  refer  only  the  portion 
impossible  of  decision  to  this  Board. 

Although  section  301  has  not  been  complied  with  by  the  parties, 
the  Board  has  jurisdiction  of  this  dispute,  as  it  is  and  has  been  one 
likely  substantially  to  interrupt  commerce.  I 

The  carriers  parties  hereto  maintain  that  the  direction  of  this 
Board  in  Decision  No.  2,  extending  the  national  agreements,  orders, 
etc.,  of  the  Railroad  Administration  as  a modus  vivendi  should  be 
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terminated  at  once;  and  that  the  matter  should  be  remaneled  to  the 
individual  carriers  and  their  employees  for  negotiation  and  indi- 
vidual agreem.ent. 

The  organizatioiLS  maintain  that  the  national  agreements,  orders, 
etc.,  with  certain  modifications  desired  by  the  employees  should  be 
held  by  this  Board  to  constitute  just  and  reasonable  rules;  and 
should  be  applied  to  all  carriers  parties  to  the  dispute,  except  to  the 
extent  that  any  carrier  may  have  entered  into  other  agreements  with 
its  employees.  They  maintain  that  local  conferences  requiring  nec- 
essarily the  participation  of  thousands  of  railroad  emplo^^ees  for 
several  weeks  would  constitute  an  economic  waste  and  would  pro- 
duce a multiplicity  of  controversies  as  well  as  irritation  and  dis- 
turbance. They  also  urge  that  to  require  local  conferences  would  be 
to  expose  the  local  organizations  on  the  se-^^eral  carriers  to  the  entire 
power  and  weight  of  all  the  carriers  acting  through  the  Association 
of  Eailway  Executives  on  the  conferring  carrier;  that  such  a dis- 
parity of  force  would  produce  an  inequitable  result  highh^  provoca- 
tive of  discontent  and  likely  to  result  in  traffic  interruptions.  They, 
accordingly,  insist  that  the  conference  should  be  national. 

The  carriers  maintain  that  rules  negotiated  the  employees  and 
officers  who  must  live  under  them  are  most  satisfactory ; that  the  par- 
ticipants in  such  negotiations  know  the  intent  of  the  rules  agreed  to 
and  advise  their  fellow  workmen  and  officers  accordingly,  thereby 
avoiding  a litigious  attitude  on  both  sides;  that  substantial  diiter- 
ences  exist  as  between  the  several  carriers  with  relation  to  the  de- 
mands of  the  service,  necessary  division  of  labor,  and  other  factors, 
which  differences  should  be  reflected  in  the  rules;  that  these  local 
differences  can  be  given  proper  consideration  only  by  local  confer- 
ences. The  carriers  refuse  to  confer  nationally. 

The  Labor  Board  is  of  the  opinion  that  there  is  merit  in  the  con- 
tentions of  each-  party,  and  has  endeavored  to  take  action  which  will 
secure  some  of  the  advantages  of  both  courses. 

This  Board  is  unable  to  find  that  all  rules  embodied  in  the  national 
agreements,  orders,  etc.,  of  the  Eailroad  Administration  constitute 
just  and  reasonable  rules  for  all  carriers  parties  to  the  dispute.  It 
must  therefore,  refuse  the  indefinite  extension  of  the  national  agree- 
ments, orders,  etc.,  on  all  such  carriers  as  urged  by  the  emplo}^ees. 

This  Board  also  deems  it  inadvisable  to  terminate  at  once  its  direc- 
tion of  Decision  Xo.  2 and  to  remand  the  dispute  to  the  individual 
carriers  and  their  employees.  Such  a course  would  leave  many  car- 
riers and  their  employees  without  any  rules  regulating  working 
conditions. 

If  the  Labor  Board  should  remand  the  dispute  to  the  individual 
carriers  and  their  employees  and  should  keep  the  direction  of  De- 
cision No.  2 in  effect  until  agreements  should  be  arrived  at,  it  is 
possible  that  agreements  might  not  be  arrived  at. 

The  Labor  Board  believes,  nevertheless,  that  certain  subject  matters 
now  regulated  by  rules  of  the  national  agreements,  orders,  etc.,  are 
local  in  nature  and  require  consideration  of  local  conditions.  It  also 
believes  that  other  subject  matters  now  so  regulated  are  general  in 
character  and  that  substantial  uniformity  in  rules  regulating  such 
subject  matters  is  desirable. 
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The  Board  also  believes  that  certain  rules  are  unduly  burdensome 
to  the  carriers  and  should  in  justice  be  modified.  It  may  well  be  that 
other  rules  should  be  modified  in  the  interest  of  employees. 

To  secure  the  performance  of  the  obligation  to  confer  on  this  dis- 
pute, imposed  by  law  on  officers  and  employees  of  carriers,  to  bring 
about  th^e  recognition  in  rules  of  differences  Ijetween  carriers  where 
substantial,  to  preserve  a degree  of  uniformity  in  rules  regulating 
subject  matters  of  a general  nature,  to  prevent  to  some  extent  the 
operation  in  negotiations  of  a possible  disparity  of  power  as  between 
the  carriers  and  their  employees,  and  to  enable  the  representatives 
of  employees  of  each  carrier  and  the  officers  of  that  carrier  to 
participate  in  the  formulation  of  rules  under  which  they  must  live, 
the  Labor  Board  has  determined  upon  the  following  action : 

Decision. — 1.  The  direction  of  the  Labor  Board  in  Decision  No.  2, 
extending  the  rules,  working  conditions,  and  agreements  in  force 
under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration, 
will  cease  and  terminate  July  1,  1921. 

2.  The  Labor  Board  calls  uj^on  the  officers  and  system  organiza- 
tions of  employees  of  each  carrier,  parties  hereto,  to  designate  and 
authorize  representatives  to  confer  and  to  decide  so  much  Qf  this  dis- 
pute relating  to  rules  and  working  conditions  as  it  may  be  possible 
for  them  to  decide.  Such  conferences  shall  begin  at  the  earliest  pos- 
sible date.  Such  conferences  will  keep  the  Labor  Board  informed  of 
final  agreements  and  disagreements  to  the  end  that  this  Board  may 
know  prior  to  July  1,  1921,  what  portion  of  the  dispute  has  been 
decided.  The  Labor  Board  reserves  the  right  to  terminate  its  direc- 
tion of  Decision  No.  2 at  an  earlier  date  than  Juh^  1 with  regard  to 
any  class  of  employees  of  any  carrier  if  it  shall  have  reason  to  believe 
that  such  class  of  emplo3'ees  is  undul}^  dela^dng  the  progress  of  the 
negotiations.  The  Board  also  reserves  tlie  right  to  sta\^  the  termina- 
tion of  the  said  direction  to  a date  beyond  July  1,  1921,  if  it  shall 
have  reason  to  believe  that  aii}^  carrier  is  unduh^  delaying  the  progress 
of  the  negotiations.  Rules  agreed  to  by  such  conferences  should  be 
consistent  with  the  principles  set  forth  in  Exhibit  B,  hereto  attached. 

3.  The  Labor  Board  will  promulgate  such  rules  as  it  determines 
just  and  reasonable  as  soon  after  July  1,  1921,  as  is  reasonably  pos- 
sible and  will  make  them  effective  as  of  July  1,  1921,  and  applicable 
to  those  classes  of  employees  of  carriers  parties  hereto  for  whom 
rules  have  not  been  arrived  at  by  agreement. 

4.  The  hearings  in  this  dispute  will  necessarily  proceed  in  order 
that  the  Labor  Board  ma\^  be  in  position  to  decide  with  reasonable 
promptness  rules  which  it  may  be  necessary  to  promulgate  under 
section  3 above.  ’ 

5.  Agreements  entered  into  since  March  1,  1920,  bj'  any  carrier 
and  representatives  of  its  emplo^^ees  shall  not  be  affected  by  this 
decision. 

Attachments : Exhibit  A ; Exhibit  B. 
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EXHIBIT  A. 

List  of  Organizations  and  Carriers  Parties  to  Decision  No.  119  (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3). 

1.  CAEllIEBS. 


Abilene  & Southern  Railway. 

Alabama  & Vicksburg  Railway. 

Alton  & Southern  Railroad. 

American  Railway  Express  Co.  (as  to 
employees  coming  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  agreement  between  the 
United  States  Railroad  Administra- 
tion and  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts, 
dated  September  20,  1919). 

American  Refrigerator  Transit  Co. 

Ann  Arbor  Railroad. 

Manistique  & Lake  Superior  Rail- 
road. 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway. 
Beaumont  Wharf  & Terminal  Co. 
Kansas  South  Western  Railway. 
Grand  Canyon  Railway. 

Gulf  Colorado  & Santa  Fe  Rail- 
way. 

Rio  Grande,  El  Paso  & Santa  Fe 
Railroad. 

Panhandle  & Santa  Fe  Railway. 
Atlanta  & West  Point  Railroad. 
Western  Railway  of  Alabama. 
Georgia  Railroad. 

Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Rail- 
way. 

Atlanta  Joint  Terminals. 

Atlantic  Coast  Line  Railroad. 

Washington  & Vandemere  Rail- 
road. 

Baltimore  & Ohio  Railroad. 

Baltimore  & Ohio  Chicago  Termi- 
nal Railroad. 

Coal  & Coke  Railroad. 

Dayton  Union  Railroad. 

Sandy  Valley  & Blkhorn  Railway. 
Sharps ville  Railroad. 

Staten  Island  Rapid  Transit  Co. 
Bangor  & Aroostook  Railroad. 
Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  Railroad. 
Boston  Terminal  Co. 

Boston  & ]Maine  Railroad. 

Barre  & Chelsea  Railroad. 
Montpelier  & Wells  River  Rail- 
road. 

St.  Johnsbury  & Lake  Champlain 
Railroad. 

Sullivan  County  Railroad. 

Vermont  Valley  Railroad. 

York  Harbor  & Beach  Railroad. 
Buffalo  Creek  Railroad. 

Buffalo  & Susquehanna  Railroad. 
Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Rail- 
way. 

Camas  Prairie  Railroad. 

Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co. 
Carolina,  Clinchfield  & Ohio  Railway. 
Carolina,  Clinchfield  & Ohio  Rail- 
way of  South  Carolina. 

Central  New  England  Railway. 


Central  of  Georgia  Railway. 

Wadley  Southern  Railway. 
Sylvania  Central  Railway. 

Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey. 
Central  Vermont  Railway. 

Central  Vermont  Transportation 
Co. 

Charleston  & Western  Carolina  Rail- 
way. 

Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway. 
Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  of  In- 
diana. 

Chicago  & Alton  Railroad. 

Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railroad. 
Chicago  & North  Western  Railway. 
Pierre  & Fort  Pierre  Bridge  Rail- 
way Co. 

Pierre,  Rapid  City  & Northwest- 
ern Railway. 

Wyoming  & North  Western  Rail- 
way. 

Missouri  Valley  & Blair  Railway 
& Bridge  Co. 

Chicago,  Burlington  & Quincy  Rail- 
road. 

Quincy,  Omaha  & Kansas  City 
Railroad. 

Chicago  Great  Western  Railroad. 
Chicago,  Indianapolis  & Louisville 
Railway. 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  & Gary  Railway 
Co. 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Rail- 
way. 

Bellingham  & Northern  Railroad. 
Gallatin  Valley  Railroad. 
Milwaukee  Terminal  Railway. 
Puget  Sound  & Willapa  Harbor 
Railroad. 

Tacoma  Eastern  Railroad. 

Seattle,  Port  Angeles  & Western 
Railroad. 

Chicago,  Peoria  & St.  Louis  Railroad. 
Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Rail- 
way. 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Gulf  Rail- 
way. 

Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & 
Omaha  Railwaj^ 

Chicago,  Terre  Haute  & Southeastern 
Railway. 

Cincinnati,  Indianapolis  & Western 
Railroad. 

Colorado  & Southern  Railway. 

Wichita  Valley  Railway. 

Colorado  & Wyoming  Railway. 
Cumberland  & Pennsylvania  Railroad. 
Davenport,  Rock  Island  & North- 
western Railway. 

Delaware  & Hudson  Co. 
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Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western 
Railroad. 

Lackawanna  & Montrose  Rail- 
road. 

Sussex  Railroad. 

Denver  & Rio  Grande  Railroad. 

Rio  Grande  Southern  Railroad. 
Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad. 

Detroit,  Toledo  & I ronton  Railroad. 
Duluth,  South  Shore  & Atlantic  Rail- 
way. 

Mineral  Range  Railroad. 

Elgin,  Joliet  & Eastern  Railway. 

El  Paso  & Southwestern  Co. 

Morenci  Southern  Railway. 

Erie  Railroad  System. 

Bath  & Hammondsport  Railroad. 
Chicago  & Erie  Railroad. 

New  Jersey  and  New  York  Rail- 
road. 

New  York,  Susquehanna  & West- 
ern Railroad. 

Wilks-Barre  & Eastern  Railroad. 
Florida  East  Coast  Railway. 

Fort  Worth  Belt  Railway. 

Fort  Worth  & Denver  City  Railway. 
Galveston  Wharf  Co. 

Georgia,  Florida  & Alabama  Railway. 
Grand  Trunk  System  — Lines  in 
United  States. 

Atlantic  & St.  Lawrence  Railroad. 
Champlain  & St.  Lawrence  Rail- 
road. 

Chicago,  Detroit  & Canada  Grand 
Trunk  Junction  Railroad. 
Cincinnati,  Saginaw  & Mackinaw 
Railroad. 

Detroit,  Grand  Haven  & Mil- 
waukee Railroad. 

Grand  Trunk  Western  Railway. 
Lewiston  & Auburn  Railroad. 
Michigan  Air  Line  Railway. 
Pontiac,  Oxford  & Northern  Rail- 
road. 

St.  Clair  Terminal  Railroad. 
Toledo,  Saginaw,  & Muskegon  Rail- 
road. 

United  States  & Canada  Railroad. 


Great  Northern  Railway. 

Duluth  Terminal  Railway. 

Duluth  & Superior  Bridge  Co. 

Minneapolis  Western  Railway. 

Watertown  & Sioux  Falls  Rail- 
road. 

Farmers  Grain  & Shipping  Com- 
pany’s Railroad. 

Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad. 

Gulf  Coast  Line. 

New  Orleans,  Texas  & Mexico 
Railway. 

St.  Louis,  Brov^Tisville  & Mexico 
Railway. 

Beaumont,  Sour  Lake  & Western 
Railway. 

Orange  & Northwestern  Rail- 
road. 


Gulf,  IMobile  & Northern  Railroad. 
Hocking  Valley  Railway. 

Huntington  & Broad  Top  Mountain 
Railroad. 

Illinois  Central  Railroad. 

Chicago,  Memphis  & Gulf  Rail- 
road. 

Dunleith  & Dubuque  Bridge  Co. 
Yazoo  & Mississippi  Valley  Rail- 
road. 

Illinois  Terminal  Railroad. 
International  A Great  Northern  Rail- 
way. 

.Jacksonville  Terminal  Co. 

Kansas  City,  Clinton  & Springfield 
Railway. 

Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Rail- 
road. 

Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient 
Railway  of  Texas. 

Kansas  City  Southern  Railway. 
Kansas,  Oklahoma  & Gulf  Railway. 
Lehigh  & New  England  Railroad. 
Lehigh  Valley  Railroad. 

Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad. 
Louisiana  «&  Arkansas  Rai'hvaj’’. 
Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad. 
Louisville,  Henderson  & St.  Louis 
Railway. 

Maine  Central  Railroad. 

Midland  Valley  Railroad. 

Minneapolis  & St.  Louis  Railroad. 
Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sault  Ste. 

Marie  Railway. 

Mississippi  Central  Railroad. 

Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway. 
Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Rail- 
way of  Texas. 

Wichita  Falls  & Northwestern 
Railway. 

Missouri  & North  Arkansas  Railroad 
Co. 

Missouri  Pacific  Railroad. 
Monongahela  Railway. 

Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis 
Railway. 

Nevada  Northern  Railway. 

New  Orleans  Great  Northern  Rail- 
road. 

New  York  Central  Lines. 

Boston  & Albany  Railroad. 
Chicago,  Kalamazoo  & Saginaw 
Railway. 

Cincinnati  Northern  Railroad. 
Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & 
St.  Louis  Railway. 

Evansville  & Indianapolis  Rail- 
road. 

Muncie  Belt  Railway. 

Indiana  Harbor  Belt  Railroad. 
Kanawha  & IMichigan  Railway. 
Kanaw’ha  & West  Virginia  Rail- 
road. 

Kankakee  & Seneca  Railroad. 
Lake  Erie  & Western  Railroad. 
Michigan  Central  Railroad. 

New  York  Central  Railroad. 
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New  York  Central  Lines — Continued, 
Pittsburgh  & Lake  Erie  Railroad, 
Rutland  Railroad, 

Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Railroad, 
Zanesville  & Western  Railroad. 
New  York,  Chicago  & Si,  Louis  Rail- 
road. 

New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford 
Railroad. 

New  York,  Ontario  & Western  Rail- 
way. 

Norfolk  & Portsmouth  Belt  Line  Rail- 
road. 

Norfolk  & Western  Railway. 
Virginia-Carolina  Railroad. 

New  River,  Plolston  &;  Western 
Railroad. 

Williamson  & Pond  Creek  Rail- 
road. 

Tug  River  & Kentucky  Railroad. 
Norfolk  Southern  Railroad, 

Northern  Pacific  Railway. 

Gilmore  & Pitt.sburgh  Railroad. 
Big  Fork  & International  Palls 
Railroad. 

Minnesota  & International  Rail- 
way. 

Northern  Pacific  Terminal  Co.  of 
Oregon. 

Northwestern  Pacific  Railway. 

Ogden  LTnion  Railway  & Depot  Co. 
Pennsylvania  Lines. 

Baltimore  & Sparrows  Point  Rail- 
road. 

Baltimore,  Chesapeake  & Atlantic 
Railw^ay. 

Barnegat  Railroad. 

Cape  Charles  Railroad. 

Cincinnati,  Lebanon  & Northern 
Railway. 

Cornwall  & Lebanon  Railroad. 
Connecting  Terminal  Railroad. 
Cumberland  Valley  Railroad. 
Grand  Rapids  & Indiana  Rail- 
way. 

Long  Island  Railroad. 

Lorain,  Ashland  & Soutnern  Rail- 
road. 

Louisville  Bridge  & Terminal 
Railway. 

Manfacturers’  Railway. 

Maryland,  Delaware  & Virginia 
Railway, 

New  York.  Philadelphia  & Norfolk 
Railroad. 

Ohio  River  & V7estern  Railway. 
Pennsylvania  Co. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad. 
Pennsylvania  Terminal  Railway. 
Philadelphia  & Beach  Haven  Rail- 
road. 

Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & 
St.  Louis  Railroad. 

Rosslyn  Connecting  Railroad. 
Union  Railroad  Co,  of  Baltimore. 
Waynesburg  & Washington  Rail- 
road. 


Pennsylvania  Lines — fJontinued. 

West  Jersey  & Seashore  Railroad. 
Wlieeling  Terminal  Railway. 

Pere  IMarquette  Railway, 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway. 
Atlantic  City  Railroad. 

Catasau(}ua  & Fogelsville  Rail- 
road. 

Chester  & Delavrare  River  Rail- 
road. 

Gettysburg  & Harrisburg  Railway. 
Middletown  & Hummeistown 
Railroad. 

Northeast  Pennsylvania  Railroad. 
Perkiomen  Railroad. 

Philadelphia  & Chester  Valley 
Railroad. 

Philadelphia,  Newtown  & New 
York  Railroad. 

Pickering  Valley  Railroad. 

Port  Reading  Railroad. 

Reading  & Columbia  Railroad. 
Rupert  & Bloomsburg  Railroad. 
Stony  Creek  Railroad. 

Tamaqua,  Hazelton  & Northern 
Railroad. 

Williams  Valley  Railroad. 
Pittsbugh  Sc  Shawmut  Railroad. 
Pittsburgh  & West  Virginia  Railway. 
Pullman  Co, 

Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac 
Railroad. 

Washington  Southern  Railway. 

St.  Joseph  Belt  Railway. 

St.  Joseph  & Grand  Island  Railway. 

St.  Louis  & O’Fallon  Railway. 

St.  Louis  Refrigerator  Car  Co. 

St.  Loiiis-San  Francisco  Railway. 

Brownwood  North  & South  Rail- 
way, 

Fort  Worth  & Rio  Grande  Rail- 
way. 

Paris  & Great  Northern  Railroad. 
St.  Louis,  San  Francisco  & Texas 
Railway. 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway 
Lines. 

Eastern  Texas  Railroad. 

Pine  Bluff  & Arkansas  River  Rail- 
way. 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway 
of 

San  Antonio,  Uvalde  & Gulf  Railway 
Co. 

San  Antonio  & Aransas  Pa.ss  Railway. 
San  Diego  & Arizona  Railway. 
Seaboard  Air  Line  Railway. 

Chesterfield  & Lancaster  Railroad. 
South  Buffalo  Railway. 

Southern  Railway  System. 

Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  & Texas 
Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Alabama  Great  Southern  Rail- 
road. 

New  Orleans  Sc  Northwestern 
Railroad. 
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Southern  Railway  System — Continued 
Harriman  & Northeastern  Rail- 
road. 

Cincinnati,  Burnside  & Cumber- 
land River  Railway. 

Northern  Alabama  Railway. 
Georgia,  Southern  & Florida  Rail- 
way. 

Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad  Co. 
Southern  Pacific  Co. 

Arizona  Eastern  Railroad. 
Galveston,  Harrisburg  & San  An- 
tonio Railway. 

Houston  & Shreveport  Railroad. 
Houston  & Texas  Central  Rail- 
road. 

Houston,  East  & West  Texas  Rail- 
way. 

Iberia  & Vermillion  Railroad. 
Lake  Charles  & Northern  Rail- 
road. 

I^ouisiana  & Western  Railroad. 
Morgan’s  Louisiana  & Texas  Rail- 
road & Steamship  Co. 

Texas  & New  Orleans  Railroad. 
Six)kane,  Portland  & Seattle  Railroad. 
Oregon  Electric  Railway. 

Oregon  Trunk  Railway. 

Tennessee  Central  Railroad. 
Texarkana  & Fort  Smith  Railway. 

2.  orga:n 

International  Association  of  Machin- 
ists. 

Amalgamated  She^t  Metal  Workers’ 
International  Alliance. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers. 
Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen. 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  & Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees. 

Switchmen’s  Union  of  North  America. 
International  Brotherhood  of  Firemen 
and  Oilers. 

Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of 
America. 

Railw^av  Employees’  Department,  A. 
F.  of  L. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of 
Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers. 


Texas  Midland  Railroad. 

Texas  & Pacific  Railway. 

Dennison  & Pacific  Surburban 
Railway. 

Weatherford,  Mineral  Wells  & 
Northwestern  Railway. 

Toledo,  Peoria  & Western  Railway. 

Toledo,  St.  Louis  & Western  Rail- 
road. 

Trans-Mississippi  Terminal  Railroad. 

Trinity  & Brazos  Valley  Railway. 

Ulster  Sc  Delaware  Railroad. 

Union  Pacific  Railroad. 

Oregon  Short  Line  Railroad. 

Oregon  - Washington  Railroad  & 
Navigation  Co. 

Union  Stock  Yards  of  Omaha. 

Vicksburg,  Shreveport  & Pacific  Rail- 
way. 

Virginian  Railway. 

Wabash  Railway. 

West  Side  Belt  Railroad. 

Western  I^Iaryland  Railway. 

Western  Pacific  Railroad. 

Western  Railway  of  Alabama. 

Wheeling  & Lake  Erie  Railway. 

Winston-Salem  Southbound  Railway. 

All  union  depot  and  terminal  com- 
panies, a majority  of  whose  stock  is 

owned  by  railroads  enumerated  above. 

:atioxs. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers. 

Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen  of 
America. 

International  Brotherhood  of  Elec- 
trical Workers. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Engiriemen. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors. 

International  Brotherhood  of  Boiler- 
makers, Iron  Ship  Builders  and 
Helpers  of  America. 

International  Brotlierhood  of  Black- 
smiths, Drop  Forgers  and  Helpers. 

National  Organization  of  Masters, 
Mates  and  Pilots  of  America. 

American  Train  Dispatchers  Associa- 
tion. 

International  Association  of  Railroad 
Supervisors  of  Mechanics. 


EXHIBIT  B. 

Exhibit  Referred  to  in  Decision  No.  119  (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3). 

PRINCIPLES. 

1.  An  obligation  rests  upon  management,  upon  each  organization  of  em- 
ployees, and  upon  each  employee  to  render  honest,  efficient,  and  economical 
service  to  the  carrier  serving  the  public. 

2.  The  spirit  of  cooperation  between  management  and  employees  being 
essential  to  efficient  operation,  both  parties  will  so  conduct  themselves  as 
to  promote  tliis  spirit, 

3.  Management  having  the  responsibility  for  safe,  efficient,  and  econom- 
ical oiieration,  the  rules  will  not  be  subversive  of  necessary  discipline. 
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4.  The  right  of  railway  employees  to  organize  for  lawful  objects  shall  not 
oe  denied,  interfered  with,  or  obstructed. 

5.  The  right  of  such  lawful  organization  to  act  toward  lawful  objects 
through  representatives  of  its  own  choice,  whether  employees  of  a particular 
carrier  or  otherwise,  shall  be  agreed  to  by  management. 

6.  No  discrimination  shall  be  practiced  by  management  as  between  mem- 
bers and  nonmembers  of  organizations  or  as  between  members  of  different 
organizations,  nor  shall  members  of  organizations  discriminate  against  non- 
members  or  use  other  methods  than  lawful  persuasion  to  secure  their  member- 
ship. Espionage  by  carriers  on  the  legitimate  activities  of  labor  organiza- 
tions or  by  labor  organizations  on  the  legitimate  activities  of  carrers  should 
not  be  practiced. 

7.  The  right  of  employees  to  be  consulted  prior  to  a decision  of  manage- 
ment adversely  affecting  their  wages  or  working  conditions  shall  be  agreed 
to  by  management.  This  right  of  participation  shall  be  deemed  adeciuately 
complied  with  if  and  when  the  representatives  of  a majority  of  the  employees 
of  each  of  the  several  classes  directly  affected  shall  have  conferred  with  the 
management. 

8.  No  employee  should  be  disciplined  without  a fair  hearing  by  a desig- 
nated officer  of  the  carrier.  Suspension  in  proper  cases  pending  a hear- 
ing, which  shall  be  prompt,  shall  not  be  deemed  a violation  of  this  principle. 
At  a reasonable  time  prior  to  the  hearing  he  is  entitled  to  be  apprised  of  the 
precise  charge  against  him.  He  shall  have  reasonable  opportunity  to  secure 
the  presence  of  necessary  witnesses  and  shall  have  the  right  to  be  there 
represented  by  a counsel  of  his  choosing.  If  the  judgment  shall  be  in  his  favor, 
he  shall  be  compensated  for  the  wage  loss,  if  any,  suffered  by  him. 

9.  Proper  classification  of  employees  and  a reasonable  definition  of  the  work 
to  be  done  by  each  class  for  which  just  and  reasonable  wages  are  to  be  paid  is 
necessary,  but  shall  not  unduly  impose  uneconomical  conditions  upon  the 
carriers. 

10.  Regularity  of  hours  or  days  during  which  the  employee  is  to  serve 
or  hold  himself  in  readiness  to  serve  is  desirable. 

11.  The  principle  of  seniority  long  applied  to  the  railroad  service  is  sound 
and  should  be  adhered  to.  It  should  be  so  applied  as  not  to  cause  undue  im- 
pairment of  the  service. 

12.  The  board  approves  the  principle  of  the  eight-hour  day,  but  believes 
it  should  be  limited  to  work  requiring  practically  continuous  application  during 
eight  hours.  For  eight  hours’  pay  eight  hours’  work  should  be  performed  by 
all  railroad  employees  except  engine  and  train  service  employees,  regulated 
by  the  Adamson  Act,  who  are  paid  generally  on  a mileage  basis  as  well  as  on 
an  hourly  basis. 

13.  The  health  and  safety  of  employees  should  be  reasonably  protected. 

14.  The  carriers  and  the  several  crafts  and  classes  of  railroad  employees 
have  a substantial  interest  in  the  competency  of  apprentices  or  persons  under 
training.  Opportunity  to  learn  any  craft  or  occupation  shall  not  be  unduly 
restricted. 

15.  The  majority  of  any  craft  or  class  of  employees  shall  have  the  right 
to  determine  what  organization  shall  represent  members  of  such  craft  or 
class.  Such  organization  shall  have  the  right  to  make  an  agreement  which 
shall  apply  to  all  employees  in  such  craft  or  class.  No  such  agi’eement  shall 
infringe,  however,  upon  the  right  of  employees  not  members  of  the  organiza- 
tion representing  the  majority  to  present  grievances  either  in  person  or  by 
representatives  of  their  own  choice. 

16.  Employees  called  or  required  to  report  for  work,  and  reporting  but 
not  used,  should  be  paid  reasonable  compensation  therefor. 


DECISION  NO,  120.— DOCKET  330. 

Chicago,  III.,  April  14, 1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop> 
Laborers  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co. 

Nature  of  the  proceeding. — This  is  a proceeding  and  determination 
under  section  313  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  whereby  the 
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Labor  Board  is  authorized,  in  case  it  has  reason  to  believe  its  decision 
has  been  violated  by  any  carrier,  to  determine,  after  due  notice  and 
hearing  to  all  persons  interested,  whether  in  its  opinion  such  viola- 
tion has  occurred  and  to  make  public  its  decision  as  to  such  alleged 
violation  in  such  manner  as  it  may  deem  appropriate. 

History  of  the  controversy . — On  July  20,  1920,  the  Labor  Board 
rendered  its  decision  (Decision  No.  2)  as  to  what  constituted  just  and 
reasonable  wages  for  the  employees  of  carriers  parties  to  the  dispute, 
reserving  for  later  determination  that  portion  of  the  dispute  which 
related  to  rules  and  working  conditions.  The  dispute  had  been  con- 
sidered in  conference  extending  from  March  10  to  April  1,  1920. 
This  conference  had  failed  to  agree,  and  the  parties  thereupon  re- 
ferred the  dispute  to  this  Board  for  decision,  pursuant  to  section 
301  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920.  The  St.  Louis  Southwestern 
Eailway  Co.  participated  in  this  conference  by  its  duly  authorized 
representative  and  joined  in  the  reference.  Its  duly  authorized  rep- 
resentative participated  in  the  hearings  before  the  Labor  Board  and 
presented  evidence  tending  to  show  what  wages  were  just  and  reason- 
able as  to  the  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Kailway  Co.  and  its  employees. 
This  carrier  accepted  the  decision  and,  up  to  and  including  the 
month  of  November,  1920,  paid  to  its  employees  the  wages  deter- 
mined by  the  Labor  Board  to  be  just  and  reasonable. 

The  L^nited  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and 
Railway  Shop  Laborers  were  parties  to  the  dispute  upon  which  De- 
cision No.  2 was  rendered,  and  its  members,  employees  of  this  carrier, 
accepted  the  said  wages  so  determined  and  paid. 

Decision  No.  2 determined  the  following  to  be  just  and  reasonable 
wages  for  the  parties  s])ecified  on  the  carriers  named  therein  (includ- 
ing the  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.)  : 

ARTICLE  III. — MAINTENANCE  OF  WAY  AND  STRUCTURES  AND  UNSKILLED  FORCES 

SPECIFIED,  ' 

Add  to  the  rates  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  tlie  United  States 
Railroad  Administration,  for  each  of  the  hereinafter-named  classes,  the  follow- 
ing amounts  per  hour : 

Section  1.  Building,  bridge,  painter,  construction,  mason  and  concrete,  water 
supply,  and  plumber  foremen,  except  such  water  supply  and  plumber  foremen 
as  were  paid  under  the  provisions  of  Supplement  No.  4 to  General  Order 
No.  27,  15  cents. 

Section  2.  Assistant  building,  bridge,  painter,  construction,  mason  and  con- 
crete, water  supply,  and  plumber  foremen,  and  for  coal  wharf,  coal  chute,  and 
fence  gang  foremen,  pile  driver,  ditching,  and  hoisting  engineers  and  bridge  in- 
spectors, except  such  assistant  water  supply  and  plumber  foremen  as  were 
paid  under  the  provisions  of  Supplement  No.  4 to  General  Order  No.  27,  15  cents. 

Section  3.  Section,  track,  and  maintenance  foremen,  and  assistant  section, 
track,  and  maintenance  foremen,  15  cents. 

Section  4.  Mechanics  in  the  maintenance  of  way  and  bridge  and  building  de- 
partments, except  those  that  come  under  the-  provisions  of  the  national  agree- 
ment with  the  Federated  Shop  Trades,  15  cents. 

Section  5.  Mechanics’  helpers  in  the  maintenance  of  way  and  bridge  and 
building  departments,  except  those  that  come  under  the  provisions  of  the  na- 
tional agreement  with  the  Federated  Shop  Trades,  8^  cents. 

Section  6.  Track  laborers  and  all  common  laborers  in  the  maintenance  of 
way  department  and  in  and  around  shops  and  roundhouses,  not  otherwise 
provided  for  herein,  8^  cents. 

Section  7.  Drawbridge  tenders  and  assistants,  pile-driver,  ditching,  and 
hoisting  firemen,  pumper  engineers  and  pumpers,  crossing  watchmen  or  flag- 
men, and  lamp  lighters  and  tenders,  8J  cents. 
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Section  8.  Laborers  employed  in  and  around  shops  and  roundhouses,  such 
as  engine  watchmen  and  wipers,  fire  builders,  ash-pit  nem,  flue  borers,  coal 
passers  (except  those  coming  under  the  provisions  of  Article  V'lII,  sevtiou  B. 
this  decision),  coal  chute  men,  etc.,  10  cents. 

Decision  No.  2 contained  the  following  direction  as  to  rules,  etc. : 

There  are  in  the  dispute  as  presented  questions  involving  rules  and  working 
conditions,  some  of  which  are  interwoven  with  and  materially  affect  earnings 
and  wages.  Adequate  investigation  and  considerati<m  of  these  questions 
w'ould  demand  time.  Existing  conditions  required  that  the  Board  should 
make  as  early  decision  of  the  wage  question  as  practicable.  For  that  reason, 
it  has  been  necessary — and  both  parties  to  the  controversy  have  indicated  it 
to  be  their  judgment  and  wish — that  the  Board  should  separate  the  questions 
involving  rules  and  working  conditions  from  the  wage  questions.  Accordingly, 
the  Board  has  not  undertaken  herein  to  consider  or  change  the  rules  and 
agreements  now  existing  or  in  force  by  the  authority  of  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration  or  otherwise,  and  this  decision  will  be  so  understood 
and  applied. 

The  Board  assume^  as  the  basis  of  this  decision  the  continuance  in  full 
force  and  effect  of  the  rules,  working  conditions,  and  agreements  in  force  un- 
der the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration.  Pending  the 
presentation,  consideration,  and  determination  of  the  questions  pertaining  to 
the  continuation  or  modification  of  such  rules,  conditions,  and  agreements,  no 
changes  therein  shall  be  made  except  by  agreement  between  the  carrier  and 
employees  concerned.  As  to  all  the  questions  with  reference  to  the  continua- 
tion or  modification  of  such  rules  working  conditions,  and  agreements,  fur- 
ther hearings  will  be  had  at  the  earliest  practicable  date  and  decision  thereon 
will  be  rendered  as  soon  as  adequate  consideration  can  be  given. 

The  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Eailway  Co.  was  a party  to  proceed- 
ings before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  dated  July  29, 
1920,  entitled  Ex  Parte  No.  74,  whereby  the  commission  authorized 
an  increase  to  the  group  to  which  this  carrier  belongs  in  freight  and 
passenger  rates.  Approximately  one- third  of  this  increase  was 
stated  by  the  commission  to  have  been  authorized  for  the  purpose 
of  providing  revenues  to  meet  the  wages  determined  by  the  Labor 
Board  to  be  just  and  reasonable.  (Ex  Parte  No.  74,  pp.  231-246.) 

The  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Eailwa}^  Co.,  on  or  about  August  26, 
1920,  applied  such  increased  rates  so  authorized,  and  thereafter  col- 
lected and  is  now  collecting  from  shippers  and  passengers  the  said 
rates. 

On  January  10,  1921,  the  Labor  Board,  after  due  notice,  began  to 
hear  evidence  and  argument  on  the  subject  of  rules  and  working 
conditions  in  dispute,  reserved  by  Decision  No.  2 for  later  deter- 
mination. Tile  St,  Louis  Southwestern  Eailway  Co.,  by  its  duly 
authorized  representative,  presented  evidence  and  arguments  rele- 
vant to  the  issue,  and  was  and  is  a party  to  the  said  proceedings. 
This  hearing  has  not  been  concluded,  as  the  representatives  of  the 
organizations  concerned  have  not  yet  completed  their  rebuttal. 

The  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and 
Eailway  Shop  Laborers  is  party  to  the  said  dispute  on  which  hear- 
ings began  January  10,  1921. 

About  December  1,  1920,  the  carrier  issued  the  following  order : 

The  following  rates  of  pay  will  apply  on  B.  and  B.  gangs  now  being  organized 
on  the  Waco  Division : 

PILE  DRIVEE  GANG. 

One  foreman  at  $195  per  month  for  all  services  rendered ; 10-honr  day ; no 

overtime. 

One  assistant  foreman  at  $150  per  month  for  all  services  rendered ; 10-hoiir 

day ; no  overtime. 
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One  pile-driver  engineer  at  $150  per  month  for  all  services  rendered ; 10-hour 
day ; no  overtime. 

One  locomotive  watchman  at  $112  per  month  for  all  services  rendered;  no 
overtime. 

Bridgemen,  $5  per  day  of  10  hours ; pro  rata  time  after  10  hours, 

Bridgemen  helpers,  $4  per  day  of  10  hours ; pro  rata  time  after  10  hours. 

One  cook  at  $65  per  month  for  all  services  rendered. 

B.  AND  B.  GANGS, 

One  foreman  at  $185  per  mouth  for  all  services  rendered ; 10-hour  day ; no 
overtime. 

One  assistant  foreman  at  $5.50  per  day  of  10  hours ; pro  rata  time  after  10 
hours. 

Bridgemen,  $5  per  day  of  10  hours ; pro  rata  time  after  10  hours. 

Bridgemen  helpers,  $4  per  day  of  10  hours ; pro  rata  time  after  10  hours. 

Laborers,  $3  per  day  of  10  hours ; pro  rata  time  after  10  hours. 

One  cook  at  $65  per  month  for  all  services  rendered. 

Special:  Tyler  yard  gang  allow^ed  two  (a)  assistant  foremen  at  above  rate. 

* PAINT  GANG. 

One  foreman  at  $185  per  month  for  ail  services  rendered ; 10-hour  day ; no 
overtime. 

Painters,  $5  per  day  of  10  hours ; pro  rata  time  after  10  hours. 

Painters’  helpers  at  $4  per  day  of  10  hours ; pro  rata  time  after  10  .hours. 

HOUSE  GANGS. 

One  foreman  at  $185  per  month  for  all  services  rendered ; 10-hour  day ; no 
overtime. 

Carpenters  at  $5  per  day  of  10  hours ; pro  rata  time  after  10  hours. 

Carpenters’  helpers  at  $4  per  day  of  10  hours ; pro  rata  time  after  10  hours. 


TINNER. 


One  tinner  at  $185  per  month  for  all  services  rendered. 

On  February  10,  1921,  the  maintenance  of  way  organization  filed 
an  application  setting  out  the  above  order  and  requested  the  Labor 
Board  to  proceed  pursuant  to  section  313  of  the  Transportation 
Act,  1920. 

On  March  25,  1921,  this  Board  adopted  the  following  resolution 
of  which  the  chief  executive  of  the  carrier  was  advised  by  telegraph : 

Whereas  this  Board  having  reason  to  believe  that  Decision  No.  2 of  this 
Board  has  been  violated  by  the  St.  Louis-Southwestern  Railway  in  that  the 
said  carrier  on  or  about  November  23,  1920,  and  on  other  dates,  directed  that 
the  following  rates  of  pay  be  put  in  effect. 

The  resolution  then  recites  the  carrier’s  order  of  December  1, 
1920,  quoted  above,  and  continues: 

and  in  other  respects;  in  violation  of  Article  III  of  said  decision: 

Resolved,  That,  pursuant  to  section  313,  Transportation  Act,  1920,  notice 
be  given  to  the  chief  executives  of  the  St.  Louis  Southw^estern  Railway  and 
to  the  organizations  of  employees  directly  interested  in  such  orders  of  the 
said  carrier  of  a hearing  to  determine  w^hetlier  in  the  opinion  of  the  Board 
a violation  of  the  decision  of  this  Board  has  occurred. 

The  Board  sets  March  31,  1921,  as  the  date  of  the  hearing. 

On  March  31,  accordingly,  the  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Eailway 
Co.  appeared  by  its  general  solicitor  and  general  manager  and  the 
United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 
way Shop  Laborers  by  its  vice  president.  Evidence  was  submitted 
which  establishes  that: 
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(1)  The  order  quoted  above  was  issued  by  the  carrier  and  is  now 
bein^  applied. 

(2)  No  conferences  were  held  or  sought  with  the  representatives 
of  the  complaining  organization  prior  to  putting  said  order,  into 
effect. 

From  the  statement  of  the  carrier’s  manager  it  appeared  that  with 
regard  to  all  the  positions  named  in  the  Labor  Board’s  resolution  of 
March  25,  1921,  the  carrier  had  on  or  about  December  1,  1920,  “ abol- 
ished ” said  positions  beginning  with  “ pumpers,”  had  then  asked  for 
“ bids  ” for;  the  performance  of  the  work  of  pumpers  and  had  also 
accepted  bids  ” for  such  performance  from  some  party  bidding,  and 
that  similar  action  had  been  taken  with  regard  to  bridge  watchmen. 

The  general  manager  states  that  with  regard  to  the  bridge  and 
building  department,  it  was  found  necessary  in  the  fall  of  1920  “ to 
completely  abolish  ” that  department. 

When  these  men  were  reemployed  they  were  employed  on  individual  con- 
tracts * * * executed  by  the  men  and  the  company  for  each  job  in  the 

bridge  and  building  department. 

The  pile-driver  gang  foreman’s  rate  was  not  changed,  but  this  posi- 
tion was  put  on  a monthly  instead  of  a daily  basis ; assistant  foremen, 
pile-driver  engineers,  locomotive  watchmen,  and  bridgemen,  bridge- 
man  helpers,  cooks,  and  the  same  positions  in  the  bridge  and  build- 
ing department  were  handled  in  like  manner. 

Similar  acton  was  taken  as  to  paint  gang  foremen,  but  no  action 
was  taken  as  to  painters  except  laying  off  the  incumbents. 

The  general  manager  stated  that  this  carrier  had  no  painters’ 
helpers,  house  gangs,  house  gang  carpenters,  house  gang  carpenters’ 
helpers,  but  had  two  tinners,  one  whose  rate  had  not  been  changed 
and  one  with  whom  the  carrier  had  made  an  individual  contract. 

In  explanation  of  the  fact  that  no  conference  had  been  held  or 
sought  with  representatives  of  the  complaining  organization,  the 
general  manager  stated  that  this  organization  was  not  actually  recog- 
nized during  Federal  control  in  the  Southwest  and  particularly  on 
the  Cotton  Belt  Railroad  (Transcript  of  Proceedings,  March  31, 
1921,  p.  32)  ; that  the  Railroad  Administration’s  ruling  with  re- 
spect to  this  organization  had  been  applied  in  very  small  degree ; that 
this  carrier  had  never  recognized  the  complaining  organization. 

It  was  maintained  by  the  general  manager  that  the  carrier’s  con- 
duct was  consistent  with  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  and  with  De- 
cision No.  2 of  the  Labor  Board. 

It  further  appeared  at  the  hearing  that  in  addition  to  the  posi- 
tions named  in  the  resolution  of  March  25,  1921,  similar  action  had 
been  taken  with  regard  to  section  foremen,  and  that  track  labor  had 
been  reduced  from  Ilf  cents  per  hour  to  from  25  to  33  cents  in  vari- 
ous territories,  depending  on  the  current  wage  for  common  labor. 

0 pinion.—This  carrier  was  operated  by  the  Director  General  of 
Railroads  prior  to  March  1, 1920.  On  November  22,  1919,  the  Direc- 
tor General,  for  the  railroads  under  Federal  operation,  including  this 
carrier,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  employees  thereon  repre- 
sented by  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Em- 
ployees and  Railway  Shop  Laborers.  The  agreement  went  into  ef- 
fect December  16,  1919.  From  December  16,  1919,  to  March  1,  1920, 
this  agreement  determined  the  rights  and  obligations  of  the  em- 
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ployees  of  this  carrier  within  its  scope,  including  all  those  employees 
occupying  the  positions  named  in  the  resolution  of  March  25,  1921, 
also  track  foremen  and  track  laborei*s. 

As  stated  above,  thJs  carrier  was  a party  to  the  conference  of 
March  10  to  April  1, 1920.  The  subject  matter  of  dispute  therein  was 
wluit  should  constitute  reasonable  wages  and  working  conditions  on 
the  carriers  parties  thereto,  including  this  carrier.  This  carrier 
joined  in  the  reference  to  the  Labor  Board,  presented  evidence  to  this 
Board,  and  was  bound  to  obey  its  decision  both  as  to  rules  and  wages. 
As  shown  above,  this  carrier  has  altered  the  rate  of  wages  of  the 
positions  specified  in  the  resolution  from  the  rates  in  Article  II  of 
Decision  No.  2,  found  by  the  Labor  Board  to  be  just  and  reasonable. 

But  it  is  urged  by  the  carrier  that  the  said  positions  have  been 
abolished,  that  they  no  longer  exist,  that  the  work  formerly  attached 
to  such  positions  is  being  performed  by  contract  in  the  form  of  bids 
and  acceptances,  and  that,  therefore,  there  has  been  no  violation  of 
Decision  No.  2 in  this  regard. 

It  is  necessary  to  examine  and  analyze  this  position. 

Under  Title  III,  Transportation  Act,  1920,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
Labor  Board,  after  failure  of  conference  bet>veen  the  parties,  to 
decide  disputes  between  carriers  and  their  employees.  The  Board 
did  decide  such  a dispute  between  the  complainant  organization  and 
the  carrier  in  Decision  No.  2.  It  decided  that  the  wages  established 
by  Article  III  of  the  said  decision  constituted  reasonable  w^ages  for 
the  positions  specified  in  the  resolution  quoted  above.  But  it  is 
urged  by  the  carrier  that  it  has  abolished  these  positions,  that  they 
no  longer  exist,  that  the  work  formerly  done  by  the  incumbents  of 
such  positions  is  now  being  done  by  contract,  and  that  the  persons 
performing  said  work  are  not  employees  but  contractors. 

It  is  not  believed  that  any  long  legal  disquisition  is  necessary  to 
demonstrate  the  fallacy  of  this  device  to  evade  the  obligations  of 
Title  III  of  the  Transportation  Act  and  of  Decision  No.  2 of  the 
Labor  Board.  All  employees  of  carriers  are  contractors.  There  is 
in  every  case  a contract  imposing  an  obligation  of  service  on  the  one 
side  and  of  compensation  on  the  other.  Nor  are  the  persons  per- 
forming the  duties  of  the  positions  specified  in  the  resolution  any 
the  less  employees  of  the  carrier  because  bids  may  have  been  taken 
and  the  contract  awarded  to  the  lowest  bidden  The  question 
whether  the  persons  performing  the  duties  formerly  attached  to  the 
specified  positions  are  employees  of  the  carriers  or  not  employees  is 
to  be  determined  by  the  character  of  their  duties  and  not  by  the 
form  of  contract  employed.  It  appears  that  the  positions  and  occu- 
pations named  in  the  resolution,  except  cooks,  have  been  long  estab- 
lished in  the  railroad  service,  that  the  duties  attached  to  them  are 
duties  which  must  be  regularly  performed  year  in  and  year  out,  and 
that  such  performance  is  necessary  in  order  that  the  carrier  may 
perform  its  duties  to  the  public.  These  positions  in  general  inhere 
in  the  service  of  a common  carrier  and  are  necessary  to  that  service. 
This  carrier  considered  them  necessary,  for  after  the  abolition  it 
reestablished  them  by  individual  and  special  contracts. 

It  is  found  by  the  Labor  Board  accordingly  that  the  persons  per- 
forming the  duties  formerly  allotted  to  the  positions  named  in  the 
resolution,  or  substantially  such  duties,  are  in  fact  the  employees  of 
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the  carrier,  that  the  pretended  abolition  of  such  j>ositions  was  not  in 
good  faith,  but  was  a device  to  evade  the  obligations  of  Decision 
No,  2 of  this  Board.  Such  a device  can  not  and  will  not  be  allowed 
to  prevail.  It  can  easily  be  seen  that  if  a carrier  may  evade  the 
decision  of  the  Labor  Board  by  abolishing  a position  and  reestablish- 
ing it,  as  in  this  case,  there  is  an  end  to  any  obligation  to  ol)ey  a deci- 
sion of  the  Labor  Board  as  to  wages  if  the  carrier  is  willing  to 
employ  this  subterfuge. 

As  to  track  foremen  and  track  laborers  there  seems  to  have  been 
not  even  the  “abolition”  of  the  positions  to  mask  the  attempt  at 
evasion.  With  regard  to  these  positions  this  carrier  has  very  simplj^’ 
and  directly  violated  Decision  No.  2 and  the  plain  provision  of  the 
Transportation  Act.  (United  Brotherhood  Maintenance  of  Way 
Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers  et  al.  v,  Erie  Railroad  Co., 
Decision  No.  91.) 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  compensation  paid  the  carrier’s  “ con- 
tractors” was  arrived  at  by  agreement  and  that  such  an  agreement 
is  within  the  authority  set  out  in  Decision  No.  2,  that  changes  might 
be  made  by  agreement.  This  position  is  untenable. 

The  agreement  between  the  Director  General  of  Railroads  and 
employees  represented  by  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance 
of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers,  which  sets  forth 
the  working  conditions  and  rates  of  pay  (to  which  the  increases  pro- 
vided by  Decision  No.  2 were  added),  provides: 

This  schedule  of  hours  of  service  and  working  conditions  takes  effect  Decem- 
ber 16,  1919,  and,  except  as  otherwise  herein  provided,  there  will  be  no  change 
in  it  during  Federal  operation  until  after  30  days’  notice  has  been  given  in 
writing  by  either  party  to  the  other.  (Par.  M,  Article  VI.) 

The  obligation  of  giving  30  days’  notice  was,  of  course  extended 
by  Decision  No.  2 with  the  other  obligations.  There  is  no  provision 
otherwise  in  the  contract  which  could  affect  the  obligation  to  give 
30  days’  notice.  It  was  the  duty  of  this  carrier  to  give  the  30  days’ 
notice  and  ask  for  a conference,  if  it  desired  to  change  any  obliga- 
tions thereof.  (See  announcement  of  February  10,  1921,  in  re  Re- 
quest of  Association  of  Railway  Executives.) 

Decision.— Foy  the  reasons  stated  the  Labor  Board  finds  that  the 
St,  Louis  Southwestern  Railroad  Co.  has  violated  Decision  No.  2 
in  the  respect  stated  in  the  resolution  quoted  above,  and  in  other 
respects  with  regard  to  section  foremen  and  track  laborers. 

It  is  the  decision  of  the  Labor  Board  that  this  carrier  restore  the 
said  positions  and  the  pay,  duties,  and  obligations  of  said  positions 
to  what  they  were  on  July  20,  1920,  as  established  by  this  Board’s 
Decision  No.  2;  and  it  is  further  decided  that  the  persons  serving 
in  said  positions  just  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the  order  of  the 
carrier  quoted  above  be  reinstated  therein  if  they  so  desire,  and  that 
each  such  person  so  reinstated  receive  pay  equal  to  what  he  would 
have  received,  if  occupying  such  position,  at  the  rate  provided  by 
Decision  No.  2 from  the  date  removed  or  reduced  in  pay  to  the  date 
of  reinstatement,  less  what  any  such  person  may  have  earned  by 
personal  service  in  the  meantime. 

If  the  carrier  shall  make  it  appear  to  the  Board  that  this  de- 
cision requires  the  reinstatement  of  employees  in  excess  of  the  re- 
quirements of  the  service,  this  decision  will  be  modified  accordingly. 
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Chicago,  III.,  April  15,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers;  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen;  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen;  Brotherhood  of  Railway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees; 
Order  of  Railway  Conductors;  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association; 
Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.;  International  Association  of 
Machinists;  Amalgamated  Sheet  Metal  Workers’  International  Alliance; 
Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen  of  America;  Internaticna!  Brotherhood  of 
Electrical  Workers;  International  Brotherhood  of  Boilermakers,  Iron  Ship 
Builders  and  Helpers  of  America;  International  Brotherhood  of  Black- 
smiths, Drop  Forgers  and  Helpers;  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers;  United 
Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers 
V.  Receiver,  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Railway  Co. 

Nature  of  the  proceedings. — This  is  a proceeding  and  determina- 
tion under  section  313  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  whereby  the 
Kailroad  Labor  Board  is  authorized,  in  case  it  has  reason  to  believe 
its  decision  has  been  violated  by  any  carrier,  to  determine,  after  due 
notice  and  hearing  to  all  persons  interested,  whether  in  its  opinion 
such  violation  has  occurred  and  to  make  public  its  decision  as  to  such 
alleged  violation  in  such  manner  as  it  may  deem  appropriate. 

History  of  the  controversy . — On  July  20,  1920,  the  Labor  Board 
rendered  its  decision  (Decision  No.  2)  as  to  what  constituted  just 
and  reasonable  wages  for  the  employees  of  carriers  parties  to  the 
dispute,  reserving  for  later  determination  that  portion  of  the  dis- 
pute which  related  to  rules  and  working  conditions.  The  dispute 
had  been  considered  in  conference  extending  from  March  10  to  April 
1,  1920.  This  conference  had  failed  to  agree,  and  the  parties  there- 
upon referred  the  dispute  to  this  Board  for  decision,  pursuant  to 
section  301  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920.  The  Atlanta,  Birming- 
ham & Atlantic  Railway  Co.  participated  in  this  conference  by  its 
duly  authorized  representative  and  joined  in  the  reference.  Its  duly 
authorized  representative  participated  in  the  hearings  before  the 
Labor  Board  and  presented  evidence  tending  to  shoAv  what  wages 
were  just  and  reasonable  as  to  the  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic 
Railway  Co.  and  its  employees.  This  carrier  accepted  the  decision 
and,  up  to  and  including  the  month  of  January,  1921,  paid  to  its 
employees  the  wages  determined  by  the  Labor  Board  to  be  just  and 
reasonable. 

Decision  No.  89  (Docket  142)  of  the  Labor  Board  sets  out  the 
further  history  of  this  matter  to  its  date,  February  21,  1921.  The 
relevant  portions  of  that  decision  follow : 

On  December  29,  1920,  the  carrier  served  substantially  the  following  notice 
of  termination  on  the  representatives  of  the  organizations  parties  to  the  present 
dispute : 

“ You  are  hereby  notified,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  a certain 
agreement  entered  into  by  and  between  the  United  States  Railroad  Administra- 
tion having  control  of  the  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Railroad  and  the 
employees  thereon  represented  by  your  organizations  requiring  30  days’  notice 
in  writing  to  change  the  agreement,  that  on  account  of  present  conditions,  the 
rates  of  pay  for  all  employees  of  the  Atlanta,  Birmingham  and  Atlantic  Rail- 
way Co.  covered  by  said  agreements  now  in  effect  will,  on  and  after  February 
1,  1921,  be  reduced  by  one-half  of  the  sum  of  all  increases  effective  since  De- 
cember 31,  1917.  In  all  other  respects  the  agreement  will  remain  unchanged.” 
On  December  29,  1920,  a conference  was  had  between  the  officers  of  the 
carrier  and  the  general  committees  representing  the  organizations  so  notified, 
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at  which  conference  the  said  officers  presented  evidence  to  the  chairmen 
tending  to  show  that  the  carrier  was  financially  unable  to  pay  the  rates  of 
wages  determined  to  be  just  and  reasona’ole  l).v  Decision  No.  2 of  this  Board. 
Further  time  for  consideration  of  the  acceptance  of  the  wages  offered  was 
given  the  representatives  of  the  organizations. 

On  January  10,  1921,  a further  conference  took  place  at  which  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  said  organizations  notified  the  carrier  that  these  organiza- 
tions refused  to  accept  the  wages  offered  and  requested  that  the  carrier  refer 
the  controversy  to  this  Board  for  decision,  continuing  to  pay  the  rates  of 
wages  provided  for  in  Decision  No.  2 until  this  Board  should  render  its  deci- 
sion on  the  dispute. 

In  reply  to  to  this  demand  the  carrier  took  the  following  position : 

“ Our  reply  to  your  contention  that  the  railway  company  should  appeal  to 
the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  for  a reduction  of  wages  and,  pending 
action  on  such  appeal,  should  continue  to  pay  the  present  scale  of  wages  is  as 
follows:  The  only  ground  upon  which  a wage  reduction  of  one-half  of  the 
sum  of  all  increases  effective  since  December  31,  1917,  is  based  is  the  failure  of 
the  road  to  earn  the  money  with  which  to  pay  the  wages.  We  have  failed  to 
make  our  operating  expenses  every  month  since  the  termination  of  the  Federal 
guaranty.  * * This  condition  creates  a situation  so  serious  in  the  financial 
affairs  of  the  company  as  to  make  it  of  compelling  necessity  that  the  proposed 
reduction  shall  become  effective  in  accordance  with  the  notices  already  given, 
namely,  February  1,  1921.” 

On  January  11,  1921,  further  conference  was  had  at  which  the  carrier  ex- 
pressed a willingness  to  refer  the  controversy  to  this  Board,  but  insisted  that 
the  wage  reduction  should  go  into  effect  on  February  1. 

On  January  6,  1921,  this  Board  received  a request  from  the  representatives 
of  the  organizations  concerned  that  this  board  intervene  for  the  purpose  of 
requiring  the  carrier  to  hold  in  abeyance  the  reduction  of  wages  pending  fur- 
ther hearing  and  decision  bj^^  this  Board, 

On  January  14,  1921,  the  carrier  placed  before  the  Board  transcript  of 
proceedings  of  the  conferences  on  January  10  and  11,  1921. 

On  January  19,  1921,  the  organizations  parties  to  the  dispute  again  requested 
that  this  Board  intervene  and  that  it  direct  the  carrier  to  recall  its  notice  of 
reduction  of  wages,  pending  the  decision  of  the  Board. 

On  January  21,  1921,  the  Board  notified  the  parties  that  it  had  taken  juris- 
diction of  the  dispute. 

On  January  25,  1921,  this  Board  heard  the  representatives  of  the  parties, 
at  which  hearing  the  carrier  presented  evidence  tending  to  show  its  financial 
inability  to  pay  the  wages  decided  by  this  Board  in  Decision  No.  2 to  be  just 
and  reasonable.  No  claim  was  made  by  the  carrier  at  said  hearing  that  said 
wages  were  unjust  or  unreasonable  except  in  so  far  as  the  carrier’s  financial 
condition  might  affect  their  justness  and  reasonableness. 

On  January  27,  1921,  this  Board  passed  a resolution  providing  in  part : 

“ That  no  change  of  any  kind  in  the  rates  of  pay  of  this  carrier  shall  be 
made  except  by  agreement  between  the  parties  until  the  dispute  is  heard  and 
opportunity  given  for  the  Board  to  decide.” 

February  10,  1921,  v/as  set  as  the  date  for  the  presentation  of  such  further 
evidence  and  argument  as  the  parties  desired  to  offer.  The  resolution  also 
suggested  further  conference  between  the  i:)arties  and  that  effort  be  made  on 
their  part  to  agree  on  a settlement. 

On  receiving  notice  of  this  resolution,  the  carrier  rescinded  its  order  provid- 
ing for  reduction  of  pay  effective  February  1. 

On  February  1,  accordingly,  a further  conference  was  had  between  the  of- 
ficers of  the  carrier  and  the  representatives  of  the  employees.  At  this  confer- 
ence the  carrier  again  presented  evidence  tending  to  show  financial  inability  to 
pay  the  wages  provided  by  Decision  No.  2.  The  carrier  did  not  contend  at 
this  conference  that  wages  set  by  Decision  No.  2 were  not  just  and  reasonable 
except  in  so  far  as  the  financial  con-dition  of  the  carrier  might  affect  their 
justness  and  reasonableness. 

On  February  10,  1921,  the  hearing  before  this  Board  continued  at  which 
hearing  the  carrier  presented  evidence  tending  to  show  the  financial  inability 
of  this  carrier  to  pay  the  wages  decided  to  be  just  and  reasonable  by  this 
Board  in  Decision  No.  2.  Evidence  was  also  submitted  of  the  value  to  the 
community  served  of  the  service  of  this  carrier. 
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It  appears  from  the  record  (Transcript  of  Proceedings,  February  10,  1921, 
pp.  528  and  529)  that  the  carrier  did  not  set  up  as  a ground  for  the  proposed 
reduction  any  reduction  in  the  cost  of  living. 

On  February  10  a member  of  the  Board  asked  for  information  relating  to 
the  cost  of  living  in  February,  1921,  and  in  comparison  with  May  1,  1920, 
and  August  1,  1920,  and  for  other  information. 

On  February  14,  1921,  the  hearing  proceeded,  and  at  this  hearing,  for  the 
first  time,  the  carrier  made  claim  that  tlie  cost  of  living  in  the  section  served 
by  this  carrier  had  materially  declined  since  July  20,  1920,  the  date  of  Decision. 
No.  2 of  this  Board,  and  submitted  evidence  collected  between  February  10 
and  February  14  tending  to  show  a reduction  in  living  costs.  At  this  hearing 
the  carrier  contended,  for  the  first  time,  that  the  wages  fixed  by  Decision  No.  2 
were  not  just  and  reasonable  for  a reason  other  than  its  alleged  financial 
ability  to  pay  such  wages. 

Decision. — In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  record  clearly  shows  that  no  con- 
ference lias  been  had  between  the  parties  with  reference  to  the  justness  or 
reasonableness  of  the  wages  fixed  by  Decision  No.  2 of  this  Board,  the  Board 
does  not  deem  it  necessary  to  decide  to  what  extent,  if  at  all,  a carrier’s 
financial  condition  is  a factor  in  the  determination  of  just  and  reasonable 
wages  to  be  paid  by  such  carrier. 

In  the  judgment  of  this  Board  the  conferences  heretofore  held  do  not  con- 
stitute a compliance  with  section  SOI  of  the  Transportation  Act,  for  the  reason 
that  no  conference  has  been  had  between  the  parties  with  reference  to  the 
justness  and  reasonableness  of  the  present  wages. 

It  is  the  decision  of  this  Board  that  it  is  without  jurisdiction  to  determine 
the  present  dispute  until  section  301  has  been  complied  with  by  conference 
of  the  parties,  the  subject  matter  of  which  conference  shall  be  whether  the 
present  wages  are  just  and  reasonable. 

The  Board  further  decides  that  further  consideration  of  this  dispute  be 
deferred  until  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  that  the  parties  have  conferred  and 
disagreed  on  the  question  of  whether  present  wages  are  just  and  reason- 
able, based  on  the  relevant  circumstances  as  required  by  the  Transportation 
Act,  1920,  or  until  parties  have  refused  to  enter  into  conference  on  the  said 
question. 

On  March  12,  1921,  the  Labor  Board  adopted  the  following  reso- 
lution : 

Whereas,  by  Decision  No,  2,  July  20,  1920,  this  Board  determined  what  wages 
should  constitute  just  and  reasonable  wages  for  the  employees  of  carriers  par- 
ties to  said  decision;  and 

Whereas,  the  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Railroad  Co.  was  a party  to 
said  decision ; and 

AVhereas,  it  is  and  has  been  the  legal  duty  of  the  said  carrier  to  pay  the 
wages  therein  decided  to  be  just  and  reasonable  until  other  rates  of  wages 
are  agreed  upon  by  the  carrier  and  by  duly  authorized  representatives  of 
the  employees  concerned,  or  until  conference  has  been  sought  and  denied,  , 
or  it  has  not  been  possible  to  agree  in  conference  as  to  what  wages  shall 
constitute  just  and  reasonable  wages  and  the  dispute  has  been  referred 
to  this  Board  for  decision  and  decision  rendered ; and 

AVhereas,  it  is  the  legal  duty  of  the  organizations  parties  to  Decisions  No.  2 
and  of  their  membership,  employees  of  the  said  carrier,  to  exert  every  reason- 
able effort  and  adopt  every  available  means  to  avoid  any  interruption  to  the 
operation  of  this  carrier  growing  out  of  any  dispute  between  the  carrier  and 
the  said  employees,  and  it  is  also  the  duty  of  such  organizations  and  their 
members  to  confer  with  the  representative  of  the  carrier  and  if  any  dispute 
is  not  decided  in  such  conference  it  is  the  duty  of  the  said  organizations  toi 
refer  the  dispute  to  this  Board  and  pending  such  reference  to,  hearing,  and 
decision  by  Uiis  Board  to  exert  every  reasonable  etfort  and  adopt  every 
available  means  to  avoid  any  interruption  to  the  operation  of  the  said  carrier 
growing  out  of  such  dispute ; and 

Whereas,  this  Board  having  reason  to  believe  that  this  said  Decision  No.  2 
has  been  violated  by  the  receiver  of  the  said  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic 
Railroad  and  by  the  organizations  named  herein,  in  the  following  respects, 
to  wit : 

By  the  said  receiver — 

(1)  That  effective  March  1,  1921,  the  receiver  has  reduced  the  wages  of 
trackmen  and  other  common  or  unskilled  labor  determined  to  be  just  and 
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reasonable  by  Decision  No.  2 to  such  wages  as  may  be  made  necessary  by  the 
conditions  prevailing  in  the  various  communities  of  the  said  carrier  in  which 
it  is  necessary  to  employ  such  common  or  unskilled  labor. 

(2)  By  reducing  the  wages  found  to  be  just  and  reasonable  as  to  other 
classes  of  employees  to  the  wages  and  salaries  prevailing  on  Dec-ember  31,  1917, 
plus  one-half  the  increases  effective  since  December  si,  1917. 

By  the  said  organizations  of  employees — 

(1)  In  authorizing  and  directing  the  cessation  of  woi*k  in  concert  by  mem- 
bership of  the  said  organizations  on  or  about  March  1,  1921,  without  reference 
to  this  Board  of  the  dispute : Therefore  be  it 

Resolved  hy  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  That  2 p.  m.,  Monday, 
March  21,  1921,  be  set  as  the  date  of  hearing  to  determine  whether,  in  tlie 
opinion  of  this  Board,  such  violation  of  Decision  No.  2 has  occurred  ; 

Resolved,  further,  That  the  secretary  notify  the  said  receiver  and  the  chief 
executives  of  the  organizations  named  of  the  -date  of  the  hearing  and  furnish 
each  of  them  with  a copy  of  this  resolution. 

Accordingly,  on  March  21,  1920,  the  organizations  appeared  by 
a representative.  The  receiver  filed  a written  answer  to  the  resolu- 
tion. 

From  this  answer  and  from  the  statements  of  employees’  rep- 
resentative, the  following  facts  appear  : 

On  February  25,  1921,  a creditor  of  the  carrier  fded  its  petition 
in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States,  Northern  District  of 
Georgia,  Northern  Division,  praying  that  the  court  appoint  a re- 
ceiver for  the  property.  The  court  on  the  same  day  granted  the 
prayer  and,  the  president  of  the  company  having  resigned,  appointed 
him  receiver  of  the  property. 

On  February  28,  1921,  the  receiver  promulgated  the  following 
circular : 

CIRCULAR  NO.  3. 

Effective  March  1,  1921,  the  salaries  and  wages  of  all  officers  and  employees 
of  the  receiver  are  fixed,  until  otherwise  ordered,  in  accordance  with  the  fol- 
lowing order  of  the  court : 

“Ordered  on  the  foregoing  petition  of  the  receiver,  and  the  answer  of  the 
defendant  and  the  complainant,  that  B.  L.  Bugg,  the  receiver,  be  and  he  is 
hereby  authorized  to  pay  for  common  or  unskilled  labor  such  wages  as  may 
be  made  necessary  by  the  conditions  prevailing  in  the  various  communities  in 
which  it  is  necessary  to  employ  such  common  or  unskilled  labor;  and  that 
as  to  all  other  employees  he  is  authorized  to  pay  the  wages  and  salaries  pre- 
vailing on  December  31,  1917,  plus  one-half  the  increases  effective  since  De- 
cember 31,  1917. 

“It  is  further  ordered  that  any  employee  or  employees  will  be  permitted  to 
be  heard  at  any  time  hereafter  on  the  question  of  wages  and  salaries  paid 
by  the  receiver  or  on  the  terms  of  this  order,  on  proper  application  to  the  courc 
and  notice  to  all  parties  concerned. 

“This  February  28th,  1921. 

“(Signed)  Samuel  H.  Sibley, 

“U.  S.  Judge r 

The  representative  of  the  employees  then  requested  a conference 
with  the  receiver.  On  March  1 a conference  was  held.  It  is  stated 
by  the  employees  (Transcript  of  Proceedings,  March  21,  1921,  p. 
1014),  and  not  denied  by  the  receiver,  that  at  this  conference  the  em- 
ployees requested  that  the  matter  of  wages  be  discussed  in  con- 
ference in  compliance  with  section  301  of  the  Transportation  Act 
with  a view  to  arriving  at  an  agreement  and,  in  case  of  failure  to 
agree,  that  the  question  be  submitted  to  the  Kailroad  Labor  Board 
for  its  determination.  It  is  then  stated  that  the  receiver  refused  to 
comply  with  this  request  and  that  all  previous  negotiations  were 
terminated. 
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It  appears  that  on  January  28,  1921,  at  the  time  notice  was  issued 
of  a reduction  of  wages  effective  February  1,  a ballot  had  been  sub- 
mitted to  the  employees  empowering  a committee  to  “withdraw  the 
employees  from  the  service”  in  the  event  that  no  terms  satisfactory  to 
the  committee  could  be  secured.  By  vote  this  committee  was  thus 
empowered.  It  exercised  this  authority  on  March  5 and  on  that  day 
the  membership  of  the  organizations  parties  hereto  left  the  service 
of  the  carrier. 

The  question  to  be  determined  herein  is  whether  the  carrier  or  the 
organizations  parties  hereto  or  any  of  them  have  violated  Decision 
No.  2 of  the  Labor  Board,  and,  if  so,  in  what  particular. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  circular  effective  March  1,  1921,  quoted 
above,  put  rates  of  wages  in  effect  different  from  and  substantially 
less  than  those  determined  to  be  just  and  reasonable  by  this  Board 
in  Decision  No.  2. 

The  receiver,  however,  sets  up  several  defenses  against  the  charge 
of  violation : 

(1)  No  order  has  been  passed  by  the  Labor  Board  determining  what  should 
constitute  just  and  reasonable  wages  for  this  receiver’s  employees.  Respondent 
did  not  become  a carrier  until  his  appointment  as  receiver  on  February  25, 
1921.  He  was  not  a party  to  Decision  No.  2,  July  20,  1920,  and  consequently  is 
not  bound  thereby. 

(2)  In  fixing  the  wages  of  his  employees,  respondent  was  acting  under 
authority  of  the  United  States  District  Court,  from  which  he  received  his 
appointment  as  receiver,  and  of  which  he  is  an  officer.  (Transcript  of  Proceed- 
ings, March  21,  1921,  p.  999.) 

(3)  That  the  Labor  Board  had  decided  on  February  21,  1921,  that  it  was 
without  jurisdiction. 

(4)  That  the  decision  of  the  Labor  Board  on  February  21,  1921,  holding  that 
it  was  vuthout  jurisdiction  until  section  301  had  been  complied  with  by  a 
conference  of  which  the  subject  matter  should  be  whether  the  present  wages 
are  just  and  reasonable,  amounted  to  a ruling  that  the  Labor  Board  is  without 
jurisdiction  to  consider  the  financial  ability  of  the  carrier  to  pay.  It  is  then 
urged  that  if  the  Transportation  Act  confers  upon  the  Labor  Board  the  right 
to  fix  wages  for  a carrier  that  is  not  earning  operating  expenses  without  requir- 
ing the  Board  to  consider  the  financial  ability  of  the  carrier  to  pay  and  thereby 
to  fix  wages  in  excess  of  the  ability  of  the  carrier  to  earn  the  money  with 
which  to  pay  such  wages,  the  said  act  is  repugnant  to  the  fifth  amendment  of 
the  Federal  Constitution  in  that  it  deprives  a carrier  of  its  property  without 
due  process  of  law  and  is  therefore  void ; and,  further,  that  any  decision  which 
requires  a carrier  to  pay  wages  that  it  can  not  earn  is  void. 

(5)  The  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Railway  Co.  was  not  a party  to 
Decision  No.  2 because  no  conference  had  been  held  between  representatives 
of  that  carrier  and  of  its  employees  with  reference  to  the  reasonableness  and 
justness  of  the  wages  then  in  effect. 

(6)  If  the  Labor  Board  was  without  jurisdiction  to  determine  just  and 
reasonable  wages,  “ as  determined  by  Decision  No.  89,”  then  the  court  had  the 
right  to  fix  them. 

(7)  It  is  urged  that  the  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Railway  Co.  was 
not  a party  to  Decision  No.  2 because  of  not  having  been  served  with  a notice 
to  appear  at  the  hearings  and  because  of  not  having  been  represented  at  said 
hearings  by  any  authorized  representative. 

The  position  of  the  receiver  has  had  careful  consideration.  The 
points  are  discussed  in  detail  below. 

First,  is  this  receiver,  appointed  February  25,  1921,  bound  by 
Decision  No.  2 of  July  20, 1920? 

Assuming  that  the  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Railway  Co, 
was  a party  to  Decision  No.  2,  it  is  believed  to  be  clear  that  this 
receiver  is  also  bound.  The  appointment  of  a receiver  does  not  alter 
the  status  of  a property.  It  affects  remedies  and  does  not  change  the 
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rights  or  obligations  of  the  carriers.  Among  the  obligations  resting 
on  a carrier  is  to  carry  goods  and  passengers  at  the  rates  approved 
by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission;  to  pay  the  engine  and 
\train  service  employees  according  to  the  basis  of  pay  set  Ijy  the 
Adamson  Act;  and  to  conduct  transportation  pursuant  to  the  hoin*s 
of  service  act  and  numerous  other  Federal  acts  enacted  by  Congress 
for  the  regulation  of  carriers.  The  appointment  of  a receiver  by  a 
Federal  court  does  not  and  can  not  warrant  the  operation  of  the 
property  by  him  free  of  these  obligations. 

It  is  not  believed  that  the  duty  to  obey  a decision  of  the  Labor 
Loard  upon  a dispute  duly  submitted  is  any  less  an  obligation  upon 
the  receiver  than  that  duty  to  charge  only  the  rates  authorized  by 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  act  of  the  receiver  in  reducing  wages  was 
authorized  by  the  district  judge. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Labor  Board,  and  with  all  respect  to  the 
learned  judge  who  approved  the  order,  the  said  order  was  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  district  court.  Under  Title  III  of  the  Trans- 
portation Act,  1920,  sections  301  and  307,  the  duty  of  determining 
just  and  reasonable  wages  upon  a dispute  duly  referred  is  imposed 
upon  the  Labor  Board.  The  order  of  the  court  v\-as  in  no  sense  a 
reveiw  of  this  Board’s  decision. 

A hearing  was  ordered  by  the  court  on  the  question  of  wages  and 
set  for  March  26,  1921.  Notice  was  given  that  all  employees  or  any 
of  them  who  wished  to  be  heard  would  be  given  a hearing  at  that 
time  as  to  what  wages  the  receiver  should  pay.  Accordingly,  th^ 
hearing  took  place  and  an  order  was  issued  in  the  hearing,  a portion 
of  which  follows : 

No  question  touching  the  action  or  jurisdiction  of  the  Labor  Board  has  been 
raised  in  or  passed  on  by  this  court.  The  departments  of  the  Government  will 
act  in  harmony  to  carry  out  the  functions  assigned  them  by  law.  If  the 
powers  of  the  Labor  Board  are  invoked,  their  jurisdiction  of  the  present  aspect 
of  this  controversy  will  naturally  be  in  the  first  instance  for  their  determina- 
tion. Whether  any  conclusion  reached  by  them  can  or  should  be  enforced  by 
this  court  will  then  be  for  decision  here.  No  more  specific  instructions  are 
deemed  necessary  at  this  time. 

From  this  it  appears  that  the  hearing  of  March  26  was  not  a 
judicial  review  of  Decision  No.  2 of  this  Board. 

It  appears  that  upon  this  hearing  it  was  decided : 

Upon  the  question  of  wages  to  be  paid  from  this  date,  the  standard  set  by 
the  Labor  Board  is  to  be  taken  as  presumptively  correct  and  to  be  disturbed 
only  so  far  as  the  condition  of  the  railroad  demands.  The  evidence  shows 
that  the  facts  originally  reported  by  the  receiver  are  true  and  that  the 
deficit  has  been  greater  and  the  business  more  embarrassed  in  the  period  since 
January.  The  question  now  is  whether  the  wage  scale  established  on  Febmary 
28  can  be  continued  without  destruction  of  the  property.  It  is  thought,  however, 
that  in  view  of  the  possibility  of  improving  conditions  and  because  expenses  are 
somewhat  limited  by  reduced  service,  that  the  wage  scale  then  established 
should  be  continued  if  possible,  and  it  will  be  so  ordered. 

The  effect  of  these  orders  was  to  authorize  rates  of  pay  different 
from  and  less  than  those  decided  to  be  just  and  reasonable  by  the 
Labor  Board.  The  court  has  in  effect  set  aside  Decision  No.  2 so  far 
as  it  applied  to  this  carrier  without  proceeding  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  law  for  judicial  review  of  the  findings  of  administrative 
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tribunals.  This  Board  has  no  notice  of  the  hearing  of  February  20 
or  March  26  and  was  not  there  represented  or  heard. 

It  is  believed,  accordingly,  that  the  first  and  second  defenses  of 
the  receiver  are  insufficient. 

The  receiver  urges  that  the  Labor  Board  had  decided  on  February 
21  that  it  was  without  jurisdiction.  A reading  of  this  decision  makes 
manifest  the  fragility  of  this  contention.  That  jurisdiction  was  re- 
tained plainly  appears  b^^  the  final  paragraph  of  the  decision : 

The  Board  further  decides  that  further  consideration  of  this  dispute  he  de- 
ferred until  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  that  the  parties  have  conferred  and 
disagreed  on  the  question  of  whether  present  wages  are  just  and  reasonable, 
based  on  the  relevant  circumstances  as  required  by  the  Transportation  Act, 
1920,  or  until  parties  luive  refused  to  enter  into  conference  on  the  said  question. 

The  Labor  Board  found  that  section  301  had  not  been  complied 
witli,  and  it  required  the  parties  to  comply  therewith  as  was  its  duty 
under  the  law. 

The  fourth  contention  of  the  receiver  is  unsound.  It  is  difficidt 
to  see  how  a requirement  that  the  conference  should  be  on  the 
justness  and  reasonableness  of  the  then  wages  could  amount  to  a 
taking  of  the  carrier’s  property  without  due  process.  It  was  con- 
templated that  the  parties  might  agree  at  least  in  part  if  they  so 
conferred.  It  appeared  that  all  prior  conferences  concerned  them- 
selves only  with  the  ability  of  the  carrier  to  pay,  which  is  certainly 
not  the  only  factor  to  be  considered.  The  Transportation  Act,  sec- 
tion 307,  names  seven  factors  without  naming  this  one.  If  the  con- 
ference had  decided  nothing,  the  dispute  could  have  been  referred  to 
this  Board  for  decision  pursuant  to  law,  and  if  the  receiver  had 
paid  the  wages  according  to  Decision  No.  2 for  the  brief  period 
necessary  for  this  Board  to  consider  and  decide  the  matter  it  is 
very  probable  that  the  property  would  have  been  less  reduced  than  by 
the  course  adopted.  Furthermore,  by  this  procedure  the  law  would 
have  been  complied  with. 

It  is  next  maintained  that  the  Atlanta^  Birmingham  & Atlantic 
Eailway  Co.  was  not  a party  to  Decision  No.  2 because,  as  alleged, 
no  conference  had  been  held  between  representatives  of  that  car- 
rier and  the  employees  with  reference  to  the  justness  and  reasonable- 
ness of  the  wages  put  in  effect. 

It  appears,  nevertheless,  that  the  said  carrier  was  represented  in 
the  conference  in  Washington,  March  10  to  April  1,  1920,  as  were 
its  employees,  and  that  the  subject  matter  of  that  conference,  among 
others,  was  the  justness  and  reasonableness  of  the  then  wages. 

It  is  also  believed  that,  as  this  carrier  was  a paidy  to  the  said 
conference  which  was  referred  to  this  Board  by  its  representative 
and  was  represented  at  the  hearing,  the  omission  to  serve  a notice 
to  appear  on  it  can  not  affect  the  obligations  of  this  carrier  under 
the  decision. 

It  is  believed  to  be  important  to  state  again  that  in  the  opinion 
of  this  Board  Title  III  requires  that  in  conferences  on  wage  dis- 
putes the  question  should  be  what  shall  constitute  just  and  reason- 
able wages.  Throughout  the  conferences  betv^een  the  carrier  and 
its  employees  in  this  case  the  sole  question  discussed  was  the  in- 
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ability  of  the  carrier  to  pay.  On  December  SI,  1020,  the  president 
of  the  road  stated  to  the  employees  in  conference : 

The  only  ground  upon  whicli  a wage  reduction  of  one-iialf  of  the  sum  >>f 
all  increases  effective  since  December  31,  1917,  is  basetl,  is  rbe  failure  of 
the  road  to  earn  the  money  Vvith  which  to  pay  the  wages. 

At  hearing  before  the  Labor  Board  on  January  25,  1921,  he  aga'm 
said : 

We  have  not  raised  any  other  question ; we  have  no  other  question  to 
make;  we  have  no  grounds  for  desiring  to  make  reduction  except  the  absoluf’' 
inability  of  the  company  to  find  the  money  to  pay  these  wages. 

iSTot  until  February  14  did  the  representatives  of  the  carrier  claim 
that  the  wages  were  not  just  and  reasonable.  Then  for  the  first 
time  did  the  carrier  maintain  that  a decline  had  taken  place  in 
the  cost  of  living.  This  claim  laid  the  foundation  for  the  valid  dis- 
pute, over  which  the  Board  could  take  jurisdiction  provided  an 
attempt  had  first  been  made  to  settle  the  differences  in  conference. 
Such  a conference  the  Labor  Board  in  Decision  89  directed  the 
parties  to  hold.  The  employees  endeavored  to  comply  with  the  di- 
rection; the  receiver  refused,  immediately  putting  into  effect  the 
wage  reduction.  This  action  on  the  part  of  the  receiver  the  Labor 
Board  regards  as  a violation  of  Decision  ISTo.  2. 

The  Labor  Board  finds  also  that  the  receiver  in  reducing  wago.s 
by  authority  of  the  court  instead  of  referring  the  dispute  to  the 
Board  has  proceeded  contrary  to  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  Trans- 
portation Act. 

The  Board  believes  that  the  exigencies  of  the  case,  and  a misunder- 
standing of  Decision  No.  89,  led  the  court  into  an  error  in  assuming 
jurisdiction  and  authorizing  the  receiver  to  reduce  wages  instead  of 
directing  the  receiver  to  comply  with  Decision  No.  89. 

The  action  of  the  court  is  regrettable  since  it  has  resulted  in  a 
strike,  injurious  alike  to  the  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Rail- 
way Co.,  its  employees,  and  the  region  served  by  it,  in  which  situa- 
tion the  Labor  Board  is  powerless  to  act  effectively  so  long  as  the 
court  differs  from  the  Labor  Board  in  its  interpretation  of  the  Trans- 
portation Act  1920. 

Assuming  the  correctness  of  the  Labor  Board’s  conclusion,  that  the 
receiver  was  subject  to  the  Board’s  jurisdiction  and  that  he  violated 
the  Transportation  Act  in  reducing  wages,  there  remains  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  petitioners  also  violated  the  act. 

While  the  Labor  Board  appreciates  the  provocation  to  which  the 
employees  were  subjected  by  reason  of  the  receiver’s  action,  never- 
theless, the  Board  can  not  condone  what  in  itself  was  a wrongful  act 
on  the  part  of  the  employees.  It  was  their  duty,  on  learning  that  the 
receiver  would  not  join  in  referring  the  dispute  to  the  Labor  Board 
but  insisted  in  putting  the  wage  order  into  effect,  to  themselves  refer 
the  wage  dispute  to  this  Board. 

,Tlie  complication  resulting  from  the  strike  and  the  replacement  of 
former  employees  by  others  now  working  at  a reduced  rate  are  such 
that  the  Labor  Board  believes  there  is  nothing  to  be  gained  at  the 
moment  by  requesting  the  court  to  recall  its  order  of  February  28 
and  to  direct  a reinstatement  of  the  former  employees.  It  does,  how^- 
ever,  request  that  the  court  direct  the  receiver  to  confer  with  the  peti- 
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tioners  upon  the  question  as  to  what  constitutes  a just  and  reasonable 
wage  for  the  employees  on  the  railroad,  taking  into  consideration  all 
factors  set  forth  in  section  307  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  and 
upon  other  questions  involved,  and  in  case  of  disagreement  to  submit 
the  dispute  to  this  Board  for  decision. 

The  Labor  Board  also  requests  the  petitioners  to  attempt  again  to 
confer  with  the  receiver  regarding  the  justness  and  reasonableness 
of  the  v\^ages  and  in  case  of  failure  to  agree  to  submit  the  dispute  to 
this  Board  for  decision. 

However,  as  the  United  States  District  Court  of  the  Northern  Dis- 
trict of  Georgia,  Northern  Division,  is  exercising  jurisdiction  in  re- 
gard to  the  matter  of  wages  for  the  employees,  it  is  decided  by  the 
Labor  Board  that  in  order  to  prevent  a conflict  in  jurisdiction,  it 
will  take  no  further  action  in  the  matter  until  the  court  shall  approve 
or  deny  this  Board’s  requests  herein. 


DECISION  NO.  122.— DOCKET  97. 

Chicago,  III.,  April  30,  1921. 

Araerican  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Southern  Railway  System. 

Question. — Shall  Dispatchers  E.  D.  Nelson,  N.  J.  Enoch,  and 
J.  W.  Moss  be  paid  for  time  lost  during  the  months  of  February, 
March,  and  July,  1920,  account  sickness? 

Statement. — The  rule  in  effect  governing  pay  for  time  lost  by 
dispatchers  on  account  of  sickness  is  as  follows  : 

Chief,  assistant  chief,  regular  trick,  and  regular  relief  dispatchers  will  be 
extended  the  same  treatment  as  is  the  practice  on  e-acli  road  to  accord  other 
division  officers  for  loss  of  time  on  account  of  sickness. 

The  employees  contend  that  it  has  been  the  practice  of  the  car- 
rier in  question  to  pay  division  officers  for  time  lost  on  account  of 
sickness,  and,  therefore,  in  accordance  with  the  rule  above  quoted, 
the  dispatchers  in  question  should  be  extended  the  same  treatment. 
The  carrier  contends  that  it  has  not  been  the  practice  to  pay  divi- 
sion officers  for  timie  lost  on  account  of  sickness  when  it  has  been 
necessary  to  employ  some  one  in  their  places. 

, Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  it  is 
not  the  general  practice  of  the  carrier  in  question  to  pay  division 
officers  for  time  lost  account  of  sickness  where  it  has  been  necessary 
to  employ  some  one  in  their  places;  but  that  it  is  the  practice 
for  the  carrier  to  give  consideration  to  the  circumstances  in  each 
case,  and,  if  such  circumstances  warrant,  the  officer  is  paid  for  the 
period  of  his  absence. 

Since  the  dispatchers  involved  in  this  dispute  have  been  accorded 
the  same  treatment  as  it  is  the  practice  to  accord  other  division 
officers  of  the  carrier  in  question,  for  loss  of  time  on  account  of 
sickness,  the  claim  of  the  em.ployees  is  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  123.— DOCKET  147. 

Chicago,  111.,  April  30,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Egress 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Terminal  Railroad  Association  of  St.  Louis. 

Question. — Request  for  increase  in  rate  of  pay  of  baggage  and 
mail  porters  at  Union  Station,  St.  Louis,  Mo. 

Statement. — The  rates  in  effect  for  baggage  and  mail  porters  at 
St.  Louis  Union  Station  at  the  termination  of  Federal  control  were 
43  cents  per  hour.  Effective  April  1,  1920,  an  increase  of  IT  cents 
per  hour  was  granted  by  the  carrier,  establishing  a rate  of  60  cents 
per  hour.  Decision  No.  2 and  Interpretation  No.  2 thereof  added 
to  the  rates  in  effect  at  the  termination  of  Federal  control  13  cents 
per  hour  for  the  class  of  employees  involved  in  this  dispute,  thus 
establishing  a rate  of  56  cents  per  hour.  The  rate  of  60  cents 
per  hour  established  by  the  carrier,  effective  April  1,  1920,  was 
thereupon  continued  in  effect.  The  employees  state  that  the  rate 
in  effect  for  the  same  class  of  work  at  certain  other  larger  terminals 
is  64  cents  per  hour,  and  that  the  conditions  of  employment  at  St. 
Louis  fully  justify  the  payment  of  the  same  rate  at  that  point. 
Decision. — The  request  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  124.— DOCKET  148. 

Chicago,  III.,  April  30,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  The  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis 
Railway  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  in  connection  with  bulletined  positions  not 
awarded  to  employee  holding  seniority. 

Statement. — On  September  1,  1920,  the  rate  of  pay  of  the  position 
of  voucher  clerk  (with  several  other  positions  in  the  office  of  the 
auditor  of  freight  overcharge  claims  of  the  Cleveland,  Cincinnati, 
Chicago  and  St.  Louis  Railway  Co.)  was  increased,  thereby  creating 
a new  position  as  provided  in  rule  No.  IT  of  the  national  agreement 
with  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees.  The  position  was  bul- 
letined in  accordance  with  rule  No.  12  of  the  clerks’  national  agree- 
ment, and  two  employees — ^namely,  Mr.  Harry  Appiarius  and  Mr. 
A.  F.  Siefert,  filed  application  for  assigaiment  to  the  position.  Mr. 
Appiarius  was  the  senior  employee,  but  his  application  for  the  posi- 
tion was  denied  on  the  ground  that  he  lacked  sufficient  fitness  and 
ability,  and  the  position  was  awarded  to  Mr.  Siefert. 

At  the  hearing  on  February  28  it  was  stated  by  the  representative 
of  the  carrier  that  the  fact  that  Mr.  Siefert  had  held  the  position 
for  several  months  and  had  shown  especial  fitness  by  reason  of  such 
experience  would  to  some  extent  justify  refusing  the  application  of 
Mr.  Appiarius,  although  he  might  have  had  sufficient  fitness  and 
ability  to  qualify  for  a trial  as  provided  for  in  rule  No.  10  of  the 
clerks’  national  agreement. 
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Kule  No.  6 of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  reads  as  follows: 

Employees  covered  by  these  rules  shall  he  in  line  for  promotion.  Promotion 
shall  be  based  on  seniority,  fitness,  and  ability;  fitness  and  ability  being  suf-. 
ficient,  seniority  shall  prevail,  except,  however,  tliat  this  provision  shall  not 
apply  to  the  excepted  positions  covered  in  exception  (b),  rule  1,  Article  I,  of 
this  agreement. 

Note. — The  word  “ sufficient  ” is  intended  to  more  clearly  establish  the  right 
of  the  senior  employee  to  bid  in  a “ new  position  ” or  “ vacancy  ” where  two 
or  more  employees  have  adequate  “ fitness  and  ability.” 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  on  the  evidence  before  it,  and 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  Mr.  Appiariiis  bid  for  another  position  of 
equal  importance  and  responsibility  and  was  assigned  to  and  quali- 
fied thereon,  that  it  is  evident  he  did  have  sulRcient  fitness  and  ability 
to  have  justified  a 30-day  trial  on  position  of  voucher  clerk  and 
should  have  been  given  an  opportunity  to  qualify  in  accordance  with 
rule  No.  6 of  the  national  agreement  with  the  Brotherhood  of  Eail- 
way  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees. 

However,  inasmuch  as  Mr.  Appiarius  is  now  filling  a position  of 
equal  remuneration,  importance  and  responsibility,  and  without 
prejudice  to  his  future  advancement,  it  wmuld  not  be  conducive  to 
efficient  and  economical  operation  of  the  office  to, make  a change  at 
this  time. 

DECISION  NO.  125.— DOCKET  149. 

Chicago,  111.,  April  SO,  1921. 

Brotlierliood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Ei  Paso  & Southwestern  System. 

Question. — Are  employees  engaged  in  handling  rail,  lumber,  scrap, 
etc.,  under  the  supervision  of  foremen  around  the  storehouses  of  the 
El  Paso  & Southwestern  System  entitled  to  increase  of  12  cents  per 
hour  under  section  7,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2,  or  an  increase 
of  8i  cents  per  hour  under  section  9,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2 
of  the  Labor  Board? 

Statement. — There  are  employed  in  the  store  department  of  the 
El  Paso  & Southwestern  System  about  40  employees,  classified  as 
laborers,  who  handle  rail,  lumber,  scrap,  etc.,  around  the  store- 
house building  and  in  yards  adjacent  thereto  under  the  supervision 
of  foremen.  The  rates  of  the  employees  in  question  were  increased 
8^  cents  per  hour  in  accordance  with  section  9,  Article  II  of  De- 
cision No.  2, 

The  employees  contend  that  the  increase  of  8|  cents  per  hour  pro- 
vided in  section  9,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2 was  intended  to 
apply  only  to  common  laborers  in  and  around  stations,  warehouses, 
and  storehouses  whose  duties  are  so  varied  in  character  as  not  to 
be  readily  defined  in  the  award,  and  that  the  increase  of  12  cents 
per  hour  should  apply  to  all  employees  in  the  store  department. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  men  used  in  the  storehouse  as  truck- 
ers, etc.,  were  increased  12  cents  per  hour  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 7,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2 ; and  contends  that  outside 
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common  laborers,  v/ho  handle  rail,  lumber,  scrap,  etc.,  under  the 
supervision  of  foremen  or  subforemen,  are  only  entitled  to  an  in- 
crease of  8^  cents  under  section  9,  Article  II  of  Decision  Xo.  2. 

Decision, — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  employees  in  ques- 
tion en^aofed  in  handling  rail,  lumber,  scrap,  etc.,  around  the  stoi*e- 
hoiises  and  yards  adjacent  thereto,  of  the  carrier  in  question,  iimler 
the  supervision  of  foremen  or  subforemen,  are  not  station,  platform, 
storeroom,  freight  handlers  or  truckers,  or  others  similarly  empioye<l, 
witliin  the  intent  of  section  7,  Article  II  of  Decision  Xo.  2. 

Position  of  carrier  is  therefore  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  126.— DOCKET  164. 

Chicago,  III.,  April  30,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Midland  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Eeinstatement  of  Mrs.  Ivan  Warren,  abstract  clerk  in 
the  office  of  the  auditor,  Muskogee,  Okla..,  dismissed  account  of 
alleged  tardiness  and  excessive  absence  from  duty. 

Statement. Warren  entered  the  service  of  the  Midland  Y al- 
ley Eailroad  Co.  on  November  19,  1918,  and  on  June  19,  1920,  was 
dismissed  on  account  of  frequent  tardiness,  excessive  absence  from 
duty,  and  alleged  failure  to  render  satisfactory  service.  It  is  sliowm 
by  the  carrier,  and  not  denied  by  the  employees,  that  Mrs.  lYarren 
w^as  tardy  99  times  and  absent  62^  days  during  a period  of  12 
months.  The  employees  contend  that  her  dismissal  resulted  from 
her  request  for  an  adjustment  in  salary,  which  is  denied  by  the 
carrier,  who  states  that  the  request  for  adjustment  in  salary  resulted 
in  inquiry  by  the  auditor  which  developed  the  Imowledge  of  her 
tardiness  and  absence.  While  the  charges  regarding  tardiness  and 
absence  from  duty  are  not  denied  by  the  employees,  it  is  claimed 
that  the  tardiness  w^as  wdtli  the  knowledge  of  and  countenanced  by 
the  chief  clerk  in  charge  of  the  office,  and  that  the  absence  w^as  veiy/ 
largely  due  to  illness. 

It  cieveloped  in  the  hearings  held  by  the  parties  to  this  dispute 
that  291  days  of  the  time  absent  account  of  illness  were  authorized 
by  the  carrier’s  physician,  and  that  Mrs.  Warren  did  make  report  to 
the  chief  clerk  on  some  of  the  occasions  she  w^as  tardy. 

Decision^.~~-^\\'^  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  tardiness  and  ab- 
sence from  duty  by  employee  in  question  Vvas  excessive.  Eeqiiest  for 
reinstatement  with  pay  for  time  lost  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  127.— DOCKET  165. 

Chicago,  III.,  April  30,  1921. 

Brotkerliood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Eeassignment  of  work  and  readjustment  of  rates  of 
pay  of  positions  of  balance-sheet  checkers  in  the  regional  accounting 
department,  Chattanooga,  Tenn. 
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Statem-ent. — In  the  regional  accounting  department  of  the  Ameri- 
can Railway  Express  Co.,  Chattanooga,  Tenn.,  there  were,  prior 
to  July  16,  1920,  14  iiositions  designated  as  balance-sheet  checkers  at 
rate  of  $110  per  month.  On  or  about  July  16,  1920,  the  duties  con- 
nected with  the  positions  were  reassigned  and  there  were  created  4 
new  positions  at  rate  of  $125  per  month,  and  11  new  positions  at 
rate  of  $100  per  month,  which  were  bulletined  in  accordance  with 
rule  10  of  the  national  agreement  Avith  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees, effectiA^e  February  15,  1920. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  employees  that  the  employees  as  a 
group  who  were  assig-ned  to  the  new  positions  thus  established  are 
performing  the  same  duties  as  were  preAdously  performed  by  the 
balance-sheet  checkers  at  rate  of  $110  per  month,  and  that  the  re- 
assignment of  the  duties  of  the  positions  in  question  AYas  made 
for  the  purpose  of  eAuiding  the  application  of  the  i:ules  and  to  reduce 
the  rates  of  pay  as  established  for  the  positions  of  balance-sheet 
checkers. 

The  express  company  states  that  prior  to  the  reassignment  of  the 
work  the  duties  of  the  balance-sheet  checkers  consisted  of  work 
recpiiring  special  knowledge,  skill,  fitness,  and  ability,  such  as  sum- 
marization of  net  balances,  making  adjustments  of  discrepancies, 
checking  remittances  taken  credit  for  on  balance  sheets,  balancing 
financial  settlement  drafts,  etc.,  and  also  work  not  requiring  special 
skill,  fitness,  and  ability,  such  as  opening  enA^elopes,.  seeing  that 
balance  sheet  is  stamped,  dated,  and  signed,  checking  accounts  and 
details  of  analysis  to  balance,  filling  out  form  letters,  and  listing 
delinquent  balance  sheets  for  tracing  purposes.  The  inauguration 
of  a new  system  of  agency  accounts  necessitated  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  force  and  reassignment  of  the  work  of  the  balance- 
sheet  checkers,  and  it  was  decided  to  establish  4 new  positions  at 
rate  of  $125  per  month,  embracing  the  more  important  work  requir- 
ing special  imowledge,  skill,  fitness,  and  ability,  and  11  helpers  to 
perform  the  work  of  lesser  importance  enumerated  aboA^e. 

The  express  company  contends  that  the  incumbents  of  the  new 
positions  described  above  are  not  performing  the  sam.e  Avork  as  the 
balance-sheet  checkers  Avho  Avere  formerh"  paid  $110  per  month, 
and  that  the  reassignment  of  work  and  readjustment  of  Avages  is  not 
in  conflict  with  rule  91  of  the  national  agreement  aboAn  referred  to. 
Rule  91  of  the  agreement  in  question  reads  as  folloAvs: 

Established  positions  shall  not  be  discontinued  and  new  ones  created  under 
a different  title  covering  relatively  the  same  class  of  Avork  for  the  purpose  of 
reducing  the  rate  of  pay  or  evading  the  application  of  these  rules. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  reassignment  of  work 
and  readjustment  of  rates  of  the  positions  in  question  are  not  in 
conflict  with  rule  91  of  the  national  agreement  referred  to  in  above 
staternent. 
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DECISION  NO.  128.— DOCKET  190. 

Chicago,  111.,  April  30,  PJ21. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Proper  application  of  section  8,  Article  III,  of  De- 
cision No.  2. 

The  submission  contained  the  following: 

statement  of  facts. — The  railway  company  applieil  the  provisions  of  section 
8,  Article  III,  of  Decision  No.  2,  only  to  laborers  such  as  engine  watchmen  and 
wipers,  fire  builders,  ash-pit  men,  flue  borers,  coal  passers,  coal-chute  men,  etc. 
The  employees  claim  the  provisions  of  section  8,  Article  III,  should  apply  to  all 
laborers  in  motive  power  department. 

Employees'  position. — There  are  a great  many  laborers  working  in  and  around 
shops  and  roundhouses  that  can  not  be  easily  classified,  and  we  note  in  the 
classifications  as  given  in  section  8 of  Article  III  that  many  classifications  have 
been  omitted,  such  as  sand-house  men,  switchtenders,  fire  knockers,  sweepers 
and  cleaners,  turntable  operators,  and  many  other  employees  working  under  the 
supervision  of  the  master  mechanic  and  roundhouse  foremen,  and  we  contend 
that  work  performed  by  shop  and  roundhouse  laborers,  while  it  varies  to  some 
extent,  is  all  hard  manual  labor,  and  employees  working  at  such  work  should 
receive  equal  compensation,  and  we  believe  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
Board  that  all  such  laborers  who  work  under  the  supervision  of  master 
mechanic  and  roundhouse  foremen  should  be  provided  for  under  the  provisions 
of  section  8,  Article  III,  allowing  them  a 10-cent  per  hour  increase. 

Railroad's  position. — In  applying  sections  6 and  8,  Article  III  of  Decision 
No.  2,  the  provisions  of  section  6 were  applied  to  employees  who  were 
classified  under  section  (&),  Article  V,  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order 
No.  27,  and  the  provisions  of  section  8 to  those  coming  under  section  (a). 
Article  V,  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27,  and  the  railway 
company  takes  tlie  position  that  the  duties  required  are  the  basis  for  de- 
termining whether  section  6 or  8 applies  and  not  the  department  in  which 
the  employee  works,  and  takes  the  further  position  that  it  is  not  their 
understanding  it  was  the  intent  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board 
that  section  8 apply  to  all  classes  of  laborers  coming  under  the  supervision 
of  the  master  m.echanic  or  roundhouse  foreman. 

Decision. — («)  Section  8,  Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2 snail  be 
applied  to  laborers  employed  in  and  around  shops  and  roundhouses 
who  were  classified  and  paid  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (a), 
Article  V of  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27,  issued  by 
the  United  States  Railroad  Administration. 

(&)  Section  6,  Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2 shall  be  applied  to 
laborers  employed  in  and  around  shops  and  roundhouses  who  were 
classified  and  paid  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (6),  Article  V 
of  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27,  issued  by  the 
United  States  Railroad  Administration. 


DECISION  NO.  129.— DOCKET  168. 

Chicago,  111.,  May  3,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A,  F,  of  L.,  v.  Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois 

Railroad.  * 

Question. — Shall  helpers  who  are  regularly  assigned  to  assist  em- 
ployees who  are  performing  work  in  the  maintenance  of  signals 
as  provided  for  in  rules  140  and  141  of  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts’ 
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agreement  be  granted  the  13-cent  per  hour  increase  as  provided  for 
in  section  3 of  Article  IV  or  the  increase  as  provided  for  in  Article 
IX  of  Decision  No.  2,  issued  by  the  Labor  Board  under  date  of 
July  20,  1920  ? 

Statement. — It  is  agreed  .by  both  parties  to  the  dispute  that  the 
mechanics  are  electrical  workers  within  the  meaning  of  rules  140 
and  141,  Federated  Shop  Crafts’  agreement.  Rule  145  of  this  agree- 
ment defines  what  constitutes  a helper  and  reads: 

Electrical  \Yorker  helpers : Etnployees  regularly  assigned  as  helpers  to  as- 
sist electrical  workers  and  apprentices,  including  electric  lamp  trimmers,  who 
do  no  mechanical  work. 

'Decision. — The  Labor  Board  therefore  decides  that  the  helpers 
in  question  are  included  in  the  classes  of  helpers  specified  in  section 
3,  Article  IV  of  Decision  No.  2,  and  shall  receive  the  increase  of  13 
cents  per  hour  provided  therein. 


DECISION  NO.  130.— DOCKET  171. 

Chicago,  III.,  May  3,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — How  should  hourly  and  overtime  rates  be  arrived  at 
for  monthly  rated  employees  in  the  maintenance  of  way  department? 

The  facts  and  the  contentions  of  the  respective  parties  have  been 
summarized  by  the  Labor  Board  as  follows : 

Statement  of  facts. — It  has  been  the  practice  on  the  Louisville  & 
Nashville  Railroad  to  compute  the  hourly  rates  of  monthly-rated 
employees  in  the  maintenance  of  way  department  by  dividing  the 
annual  pay  by  8 times  313,  or  by  2,504;  this  being  313  working  days 
per  year,  or  2,504  hours  per  year. 

Employees'’  position. — The  employees  contend  that  it  has  been  an 
erroneous  practice  on  the  part  of  the  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad 
Co.  to  compute  the  overtime  and  hourly  rates  on  the  basis  of  313 
days,  or  2,504  hours  per  year,  calling  attention  to  Dockets  M 856 
and  M 909  rendered  by  Railway  Board  of  Adjustment  No.  3 of  the 
United  States  Railroad  Administration.  The  employees’  further 
contentions  are  that  306  days  have  been  established  as  the  working 
days  of  the  year  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration 
in  a similar  article  in  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts’  and  clerks’ 
agi’eements,  and  for  practicalL/  all  men  working  under  similar  con- 
ditions, and,  further,  that  they  are  justified  in  assuming  that  the 
Labor  Board  recognizes  204  hours  as  constituting  a month,  since  the 
wage  award  covered  by  Decision  No.  2 was  granted  on  the  basis  of 
204  hours  per  month.  The  employees  therefore  maintain  that  the 
monthly-rated  employees  in  the  maintenance  of  way  department 
should  have  their  hourly  rates  arrived  at  on  the  basis  of  204  hours 
(this  being  the  number  of  hours  established  by  a 306-day  year)  and 
that  the  decision  should  be  retroactive  to  December  16,  1919,  the 
effective  date  of  the  national  agreement  between  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration  and  employees  represented  by  the  United 
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Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Einplo^'ees  and  Bail  way  Shop 
Laborers. 

Railroad"' s position. — The  railroad  manaofement  contends  tliat 
their  method  of  arriving  at  the  hourly  rate  for  monthly-rated  em- 
ployees, as  above 'outlined,  is  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of 
the  national  agreement  entered  into  between  the  Director  General 
of  Eailroads  and  the  employees  represented  by  the  United  Brother- 
hood of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Bailway  Shop  Lal)or- 
ers,  and,  further,  tliat  it  is  not  their  understanding  that  Decision  Xo. 
2 contemplated  any  change  in  that  practice. 

Decision. — The  pro-rata  hourly  and  overtime  rate  for  monthly- 
rated employees  shall  be  arrived  at  by  dividing  the  yearly  salary 
(12  times  the  monthly  rate)  by  8 times  the  number  of  vrorking  days 
during  the  calendar  year  on  which  days  overtime  is  not  allowed  for 
work  performed  as  a part  of  the  employees’  regular  assignment. 
In  other  words,  if  an  employee  receives  overtime  for  Sundays  or 
holidays  in  addition  to  his  regular  monthly  salary,  such  overtime 
days  should  be  eliminated  from  the  divisor.  If,  however,  Sundays 
or  holidays  are  considered  a part  of  the  employee’s  regular  assign- 
ment, and  for  which  no  overtime  is  allowed,  such  days  should  be  con- 
sidered in  tlie  divisor. 

Decision  Xo,  2 did  not  change  agreements  and  practices  relative 
to  the  payment  of  overtime  to  monthly  rated  employees. 


BECISIOX  Na  lai.— DOCKET  239. 


Chicago-,  II!.,  May  3,  192 L 


Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.,  St.  Loms-San  Francisco  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Are  the  positions  of  nontelegraph  agents  at  83  stations 
on  the  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Eaihvay  enmnerated  in  this  dispute 
entitled  to  an  increase  of  10  cents  per  hour  under  section  1,  Article 
V of  Decision  Xo.  2,  or  an  increase  of  5 cents  per  hour  under  section 
2,  Article  V of  Decision  Xo.  2 of  the  Labor  Board? 

Statement. — Section  1,  Article  Y of  Decision  Xo.  2 provides  that 
an  increase  of  10  cents  per  hour  shall  be  added  to  the  rates  estab- 
lished by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Ad- 
ministration for  agents,  except  agents  at  small  nontelegraph  stations 
as  referred  to  in  paragrajjh  (u).  Article  lY  of  Supplement  Xo.  13  to 
General  Order  Xo,  27.  Prior  to  the  period  of  Federal  control  of  rail- 
roads the  nontelegraph  agencies  involved  in  this  dispute  were  listed 
in  the  agreement  between  the  carrier  in  question  and  the  telegraphers' 
committee.  Upon  the  issuance  of  Supplement  Xo.  13  to  General 
Oixler  Xo.  27  these  positions  were  classified  and  paid  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  that  supplement. 

In  applying  the  increase  specified  in  Decision  Xo.  2 to  the  agents 
at  the  small  nontelegraph  stations  in  question,  the  carrier  classified 
the  positions  under  section  2,  Article  Y thereof,  which  provides  that 
an  increase  of  5 cents  per  hour  shall  be  added  to  the  rates  established 
by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administra- 
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tion  for  agents  at  small  nontelegrapli  stations  as  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (c).  Article  IV  of  Supplement  No.  13  to  General  Order 
IsV  27. 

Paragraph  (c),  Article  IV  of  Supplement  No.  13  to  General 
Order  No.  27,  provides  that  the  provisions  of  that  supplement  shall 
not  apply  to — 

Agents  whose  duties  are  supervisory  and  who  do  not  perform  routine  office 
work,  nor  the  small  nontelegraph  stations  (except  where  they  are  now  included 
in  agreements)  which,  on  account  of  the  varying  character  and  extent  of  their 
work  and  responsibilities,  can  not  be  intelligently  treated  as  a class. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  employees  that  the  nontelegraph  agen- 
cies involved  in  this  dispute  having  been  included  in  the  agree- 
ment with  the  carrier  prior  to  the  period  of  Federal  control  are  not 
small  nontelegraph  stations  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  (c), 
Article  IV  of  Supplement  No.  13  to  General  Order  No.  27  as  re- 
ferred to  in  section  1,  Article  V of  Decision  2;  that  no  reference 
is  made  to  any  interpretation  or  addenda  to  Supplement  No.  13  to 
General  Order  No.  27  in  Article  V of  Decision  No.  2;  and  that  the 
positions  in  question  having  been  included  in  the  agreement  prior  to 
the  period  of  Federal  control  shall  receive  an  increase  of  10  cents 
per  hour  under  section  1,  Article  V of  Decision  No.  2 instead  of 
an  increase  of  5 cents  per  hour  under  section  2,  Article  V of  Decision 
No.  2.  ^ 

The  carrier  states  that  small  nontelegraph  stations  covered  by 
paragraph  (u),  Article  IV  of  Supplement  No.  13  and  referred  to 
in  section  1,  Article  V of  Decision  No.  2,  are  defined  in  Addendum 
No.  2 to  Supplement  No.  13,  reading  as  follows: 

That  the  small  nontelegraph  stations  referred  to  are  those  at  which  the 
employees  devote  all  of  their  time  to  the  duties  of  such  positions  and  which 
paid  salaries  ranging  from  thirty  dollars  ($.30)  to  sixty  dollars  ($-60)  per 
month,  lx)th  inclusive,  as  of  January  1‘,  1918,  prior  to  the  application  of  Gen- 
eral Order  No.  27,  and  exclusive  of  commissions  and  compensation  for  extra 
service,  whether  they  are  included  in  schedules  or  not.  For  agents  at  such 
stations  establish  a rate  of  forty-eight  cents  (48G  an  hour. 

and  contends  that  since  the  agencies  involved  in  this  dispute  come 
within  the  scope  of  small  nontelegraph  stations  as  defined  in  Ad- 
dendum No.  2,  above  quoted,  an  increase  of  5 cents  per  hour  should 
be  added  to  the  rate  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the 
United  States  Eailroad  Administration  in  accordance  with  section  2, 
Article  V of  Decision  No.  2. 

Decision. — The  increases  specified  in  sections  1 and  2,  Article  V 
of  Decision  No.  2,  should  be  added  to  the  rates  established  by  or 
under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration. 
Supplement  No.  13,  Addenda  and  Interpretations,  governed  the 
wages  and  working  conditions  of  the  classes  of  employees  of  the 
carrier  in  question  involved  in  this  dispute  at  the  termination  of 
Federal  control,  and  shall  be  the  basis  for  the  application  of  the  in- 
creases specified  in  sections  1 and  2,  Article  V of  Decision  No.  2. 

The  positions  in  question  are  small  nontelegraph  stations  as  defined 
in  Addendum  No.  2 to  Supplement  No.  13  to  General  Order  No.  27 
and  shall  therefore  be  increased  5 cents  per  hour  under  section  2, 
Article  V of  Decision  No.  2. 
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DECISION  NO.  132.— DOCKET  198. 

Chicago,  III.,  May  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railv/ay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — What  is  proper  seniority  date  of  Mr.  H.  E.  Cook,  clerk 
in  superintendent’s  office,  Van  Buren,  Ark.? 

Statement, — Under  date  of  May  3,  1920,  the  didy  accredited  rep- 
resentative of  the  employees  and  the  carrier  arrived  at  an  agree- 
ment establishing  seniority  districts  of  defined  limits  as  provided  in 
rule  29  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement,  and  also  as  to  the  positions 
properly  excepted  from  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  as  “ personal 
office  force,”  under  title  Exceptions,”  paragraph  (&),  rule  1,  Arti- 
cle I of  the  agreement. 

Mr.  Cook  has  been  continuously  employed  by  the  Missouri  Pacific 
Eailroad  Co.  since  January,  1903,  and  on  the  Central  Division, 
which  constitutes  a seniority  district  under  the  agreem^ent  of  May  3, 
1920,  since  August  4, 1907.  From  August  4,  1907,  to  June  1,  1917,  he 
held  positions  which  have  been  classed  as  personal  office  force  under 
the  agreement  of  May  3.  On  June  1,  1917,  the  offices  of  the  super- 
intendent and  master  mechanic  were  consolidated  and  Mr.  Cook, 
who,  up  to  that  date,  had  been  chief  clerk  to  the  master  mechanic,  was 
appointed  assistant  chief  clerk  to  superintendent,  a position  not 
classified  as  personal  office  force  under  the  agreement  of  May  3,  1920. 

The  employees  contend  that  Mr.  Cook’s  seniority  should  elate  from 
June  1,  1917,  the  date  on  which  he  was  appointed  to  the  “ nonex- 
cepted”  position  of  assistant  chief  clerk  to  superintendent,  basing 
their  contention  on  rule  29  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

The  carrier  contends  that  Mr.  Cook  is  entitled  to  seniority  from 
August  4,  1907,  the  date  upon  which  he  entered  service  of  the  Cen- 
tral Division,  his  present  seniority  district,  and  further  contends  that 
it  is  not  the  intention  of  rule  29  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  to 
take  away  any  seniority  rights  that  may  have  been  held  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  agreement,  i.  e.,  January  1,  1920,  Rule  29  of  the  agree- 
ment reads  as  follows : 

Excepted  positions — Rule  29.  Employees  now  filling  or  promoted  to  excepted 
or  official  positions  shall  retain  all  their  rights  and  continue  to  accumulate 
seniority  in  the  district  from  which  promoted. 

\¥hen  excepted  or  official  positions  are  filled  by  other  than  employees  cov- 
ered by  these  rules  no  seniority  rights  shall  be  established  by  such  employ- 
ment. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  rule  29,  above  quoted,  is 
not  retroactive  in  its  aspect.  The  contention  of  the  carrier  is  there- 
fore sustained. 


DECISION  NO,  133,— DOCKET  203, 

Chicago,  III,  May  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad. 

Question. — Dispute  regarding  the  posting  of  notices  of  interest  to 
the  employees  as  provided  in  rule  75  of  the  national  agreement  of 
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the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Han- 
dlers, Express  and  Station  Employees. 

Statement. — Notices  of  various  character,  over  the  signature  of  the 
general  chairman  of  the  clerks’  committee,  with  reference  to  wage 
orders,  etc.,  were  posted  on  the  employees’  bulletin  board.  The  car- 
rier contends  that  only  such  notices  as  are  approved  by  the  carrier 
may  be  posted  on  this  board,  while  the  employees’  representatives 
contend  that  any  notices  which  may  be  considered  of  interest  to  the 
employees  may  be  posted  and  that  there  is  nothing  in  rule  75  which 
places  any  restriction  on  the  nature  of  such  notices. 

Copy  of  all  the  notices  which  have  been  posted  by  the  general 
chairman  were  submitted  as  exhibits  in  this  case  and  it  is  found  that 
many  of  them  contain  interpretations  and  other  comment  by  the 
general  chairman  regarding  decisions  peidainino-  to  wages  and  work- 
ing conditions.  Rule  75  of  < the  clerks’  national  agreement  reads  as 
follows : 

At  points  or  in  departments  where  twenty-five  (25)  or  more  employees  cov- 
ered by  this  schedule  are  employed,  suitable  provision  will  be  made  for  post- 
ing notices  of  interest  to  the  employees. 

Decision. — It  is  the  decision  of  the  Labor  Board  that  the  intent 
of  rule  75  is  that  suitable  provision  should  be  made  for  the  posting 
by  the  representatives  of  the  employees  of  notices  of  lodge  or  com- 
mittee meetings  and  social  activities,  and  verbatim  copies  of  de- 
cisions and  interpretations  issued  by  this  Board. 


DECISION  NO,  134.— DOCKET  209. 

Chicago,  III.,  May  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Reinstatement  of  Mr.  O.  L.  Johnson,  money  clerk, 
Dothan,  Ala.,  who  was  dismissed  account  of  alleged  misrepresenta- 
tion of  facts  at  investigation  concerning  the  handling  of  a shipment 
of  money. 

Statement, — On  June  10,  1920,  a shipment  of  currency  containing 
about  $4,000  was  forwarded  from  Ariton,  Ala.,  to  New  York  City, 
and  it  was  discovered  that  while  in  transit  a portion  of  the  money 
had  been  abstracted  from  the  shipment.  The  rules  of  the  American 
Railway  Express  Co.  regarding  the  handling  of  shipments  of  money 
of  more  than  $500  require  that  each  employee  handling  the  same 
shall  indorse  on  the  tag  attached  thereto  his  name  and  the  time  ship- 
ment is  delivered  to  him.  It  is  stated  by  the  carrier,  and  not  denied, 
that  Mr.  Johnson  stated  to  the  official  of  the  express  company  con- 
ducting the  investigation  of  this  loss  that  he  saw  the  emplo^^ee  to 
whom  he  delivered  his  shipment  indorse  his  name  and  the  time  on 
the  tag  attached.  The  tag  has  been  submitted  as  an  exhibit  in  this 
case  and  this  indorsement  or  evidence  of  it  having  been  made  does 
not  appear  thereon. 

Decision. — Request  of  employees  for  reinstatement  of  Mr.  John- 
son is  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  135.— DOCKET  213. 

CMoago,  III.,  May  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Texas  Midland  Railroad. 

Question. — Are  baggage  and  parcel  room  employees  designated 
as  baggage  agent  and  assistant  baggage  agent,  and  ticket  office  em- 
ployees designated  as  assistant  ticket  agent,  at  Terrell,  Tex.,  en- 
titled to  an  increase  of  13  cents  per  hour  under  sections  2 and  4, 
Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2,  or  an  increase  of  10  cents  per  hour 
under  section  1,  Article  V of  Decision  No.  2 of  the  Labor  Board? 

Decision. — Basing  its  decision  on  the  evidence  before  it,  the  Labor 
Board  decides  that  the  employees  in  question  shall  be  increased  13 
cents  per  hour  under  sections  2 and  4,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2. 


DECISION  NO.  136.— DOCKET  206. 

Cliicago,  III.,  May  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  The  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Rail- 
road Co. 

Question. —Are  employees  engaged  in  handling  material  under 
the  supervision  of  a foreman  or  subforeman  in  the  yards  adjacent 
to  storehouses  at  Scranton,  Pa.,  and  Keyser  Valley,  La.,  entitled  to 
an  increase  of  12  cents  per  hour  under  section  7,  Article  II  of 
Decision  No.  2? 

Statement.-— The  employees  state  that  the  employees  in  question 
devote  a majority  of  their  time  to  trucking  freight  and  loading  and 
unloading  bolts,  nuts,  castings,  scrap  iron,  knuckles,  drawheads, 
car  wheels,  etc.,  into  and  out  of  cars,  and  that  this  work  requires 
skill  and  experience.  They  contend  that  the  employees  come  within 
the  class  referred  to  in  section  7,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2,  and 
are  entitled  to  an  increase  of  12  cents  per  hour. 

The  carrier  states  that  a very  small  part  of  the  entire  time  of 
these  employees  is  devoted  to  the  handling  of  material  on  trucks 
and  that  their  duties  consist  of  miscellaneous  common  laborers’  work 
requiring  no  skill,  and  contends  that  they  are  not  performing  Avork 
similar  to  the  classes  specified  in  section  7,  Article  II  of  Decision 
No.  2. 

The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the  employees 
invoh^ed  in  this  dispute  are  engaged  in  performing,  under  the 
supervision  of  a foreman,  the  work  of  carrying  iron  and  steel  from 
racks  to  blacksmith  shops,  carrying  material  from  stock  bins  to 
assembling  point  for  shipment,  loading  and  unloading  materials 
such  as  sand,  coke,  coal,  clay,  brick,  lumber,  scrap,  etc.,  and  placing 
lumber  and  other  material  on  small  cars  operated  on  narrow-gauge 
tracks,  extending  throughout  the  yard. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  employees  in  ques- 
tion are  not  storeroom  or  stockroom  freight  handlers,  or  truckers. 
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or  others  similarly  engaged,  and,  therefore,  are  not  entitled  to  an 
increase  of  12  cents  per  hour  under  section  7,  Article  II  of  Decision 
No.  2 issued  by  this  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  137.— DOCKET  207. 

Chicago,  111.,  Mag  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  The  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Rail- 
road Co, 

Question. — Pay  for  time  lost  by  Milton  Friedberg,  checker,  New 
York  City,  account  of  being  dismissed  from  service  May  20,  1920, 
and  reinstated  July  14,  1920. 

Statement. — Mr.  Friedberg  was  dismissed  from  the  service  on 
May  20,  1920.  His  dismissal  was  made  the  subject  of  a grievance 
and  taken  up  with  the  management  in  the  manner  provided  in  Arti- 
cle IV  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement.  While  the  matter  was 
being  so  handled  Mr.  Friedberg,  upon  the  advice  of  the  general 
chairman  of  the  clerks’  committee,  requested  a personal  interview 
with  the  chief  operating  officer  of  the  railroad.  The  interview  was 
granted  and  as  a result  of  same  Mr.  Friedberg  was  reinstated  on 
July  14,  1920.  Mr,  Friedberg  states  that  the  understanding  at  this 
interview  was  that  he  would  lose  nothing  because  of  his  dismissal, 
while  the  officer  conducting  the  interview  states  that  the  understand- 
ing was  that  Mr.  Friedberg  would  be  reinstated  without  loss  of 
seniority,  and  as  a consequence  would  waive  all  claims  against  the 
carrier. 

On  October  15,  1920,  claim  for  pay  for  the  time  lost  was  filed  by  • 
the  general  chairman  of  the  clerks’  committee. 

Decision. — Basing  this  decision  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  in- 
cluding the  testimony  at  the  hearing  conducted  in  New  York  on 
March  16,  1920,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  Mr.  Friedberg  shall 
not  be  paid  for  the  time  he  was  out  of  serOce  account  of  being  dis- 
missed on  May  20,  1920. 


DECISION  NO.  138.— DOCKET  257. 

Chicago,  III.,  Mag  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  The  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Rail- 
road Co.  * 

Question. — Dismissal  of  11  checkers  at  Pier  41,  New  York  City, 
account  insubordination. 

Statement. — On  Saturday  afternoon,  September  18,  1920,  the  fore- 
man at  Pier  41,  New  York  City,  instructed  the  entire  force  of 
checkers,  15  in  number,  to  report  for  duty  the  following  day,  Sun- 
day, ^September  19.  Only  2 of  the  men  agreed  to  report,  where- 
upon the  agent  personally  interviewed  each  checker,  instructing  him 
to  report  for  duty  the  following  morning,  and  informing  him  that 
if  he  failed  to  clo  so  he  would,  be  subject  to  discipline.  Only  4 
checkers  reported  on  Sunday,  and  on  Monday  the  other  11  men 
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were  dismissed  from  the  service  for  insubordination,  due  to  their 
failure  to  comply  with  instructions. 

The  employees  contend  that  it  was  not  the  practice  to  work  check- 
ers regularly  on  Sundays  and  that  previous  to  this  occasion  it  was 
optional  with  the  employees  as  to  whether  or  not  they  worked  on 
Sundays.  It  is  also  claimed  that  several  of  them  had  a valid  excuse 
for  not  reporting  and  that  previously  such  excuse  had  been  accepted. 

In  presenting  this  dispute  to  the  Labor  Board  effort  was  made 
to  show  that  two  of  the  employees  had  a valid  excuse,  but  this 
was  done  only  incidental  to  the  case  of  the  entire  group,  and  it  is 
contended  by  the  employees  that  all  of  the  men  were  unjustly  dis- 
missed. At  the  hearing  in  New  York  on  March  16,  1921,  it  de- 
veloped that  it  was  frequently  found  necessary  to  work  the  clieckers 
at  Pier  41  on  Sunday,  that  the  notice  to  report  wa's  customarily  given 
on  Saturday,  and  that  if  some  of  the  men  had  a reason  for  re- 
maining away  on  Sunday  they  were  excused  provided  a sufficient 
number  of  employees  to  take  care  of  the  requirements  agreed  to  re- 
port for  work.  On  this  particular  occasion  the  foreman  had  re- 
ceived information  that  the  checkers  did  not  intend  to  report  on 
Sunday  and  it  was  because  of  this  fact  that  the  agent  personally 
interviewed  each  employee  after  having  been  informed  by  the  fore- 
man that  only  tv/o  checkers  agreed  to  report  for  work. 

Bequest  for  reinstatement  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  139.— DOCKET  260. 

ChicagOj  III.,  May  S,  1921. 

Brotlierliood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  StJition  Employees  v.  The  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Rail- 
road Co. 

Q uestion.-- Applicsitioii  of  Decision  No.  2 to  salaries  of  14  em- 
ployees designated  as  janitors  at  Hoboken,  N.  J.,  and  I employees 
designated  as  janitresses  at  Scranton,  Pa. 

Statement. — These  employees  have  been  increased  8|-  cents  per 
hour  under  section  9,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2 of  this  Board. 
The  employees  contend  that  they  should  be  increased  10  cents  per' 
hour  under  section  5,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2.  The  14  em- 
ployees at  Hoboken  are  employed  in  mopping  floors,  sweeping,  clean- 
ing brass,  putting  ice  in  water  coolers,  dusting,  etc.,  under  the  direc- 
tion of  a head  janitor,  and  perform  such  of  the  duties  referred  to 
above  as  are  assigned  to  them  by  the  head  janitor.  The  7 employees 
at  Scranton  are  on  duty  approximately  five  hours  at  night  under 
the  direction  of  the  head  janitor  and  are  engaged  in  the  cleaning 
of  offices  under  his  direction.  The  carrier  contends  that  these  em- 
ployees are  not  janitors,  since  they  perform  cleaning  work  only  and 
are  not  held  responsible  for  the  cleaning  of  a building  or  any  part 
of  a building,  and  therefore  not  entitled  to  an  increase  of  10  cents 
per  hour  uncler  section  5,  Aif  icle  II  of  Decision  No.  2. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  employees  referred 
to  in  this  dispute  are  not  janitors,  and  therefore  are  not  entitled 
to  the  increase  of  10  cents  per  hour  as  provided  in  section  5,  Article 
II  of  Decision  No.  2. 
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DECISION  NO.  140.— DOCKET  258. 

Chicago,  III.,  May  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Length  of  vacation  period  with  pay  for  telephone 
operators  at  Hagerstown,  Md. 

/Statement. — In  the  year  1920  the  telephone  operators  employed  at 
Hagerstown,  Md,,  were  allowed  a vacation  of  6 days  with  pay.  Em- 
ployees claim  that  in  accordance  with  past  practice  they  should  have 
been  allov/ed  10  days’  vacation  with  pay,  and  request  that  they  be 
compensated  for  the  4 days  which  their  vacation  period  was  curtailed. 
The  carrier  contends  that  it  has  been  the  practice  to  grant  vacations 
with  pay  when  the  service  would  permit  of  doing  so  without  creating 
any  additional  expense.  It  is  shown  by  the  employees  that  in  the 
years  1918  and  1919  these  particular  employees  were  allowed  10  days’ 
vacation,  and  it  is  admitted  by  the  carrier  that  for  employees  in  this 
class  of  service,  the  practice,  generally,  has  been  to  grant  10  days’ 
vacation  with  pay  to  employees  in  the  service  one  year  or  more. 

The  agreement  between  the  Director  General  of  Railroads  and  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railwa^^  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees  does  not  contain  a rule  specifically 
treating  with  the  question  of  vacations,  but  on  January  30,  1920,  the 
following  telegram  was  sent  to  the  regional  directors  hj  Mr.  W.  T. 
Tyler,  director.  Division  of  Operation,  United  States  Railroad  Ad- 
ministration, and  is  understood  to  be  a part  of  the  agreement  in 
question : 

iNlanj^  questions  liave  arisen  as  to  payment  for  time  lost  account  vacations 
and  sick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  with  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees,  dated  January  1.3,  1920.  The  agreement  is  silent  on  this 
point,  but  it  was  the  understanding  that  existing  practices  as  to  vacations  and 
sick  leave  would  remain  in  effect.  Please  have  this  understood  by  Federal 
managers. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  it  was  the  existing  prac- 
tice on  the  Western  Maryland  Railway  to  grant  employees  in  this 
class  of  service  who  had  been  in  the  service  one  year  or  more  10 
days’  vacation  with  pay.  Therefore,  the  employees  involved  in  this 
dispute  shall  be  compensated  for  the  4 days  which  their  1920  vacation 
was  curtailed. 


DECISION  NO.  141.— DOCKET  261. 

Chicago,  III.,  May  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway  Co. 

’ 'Question. — Dispute  in  connection  with  bulletining  position  not 
awarded  to  employee  holding  seniority  applying  therefor. 

Statement. — Rule  6 of  the  agreement  between  the  Director  Gen- 
eral of  Railroads  and  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
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Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  pro- 
vides that  promotion  shall  be  based  on  seniority,  fitness,  and  ability; 
fitness  and  ability  being  sufficient,  seniority  shall  prevail. 

Decision. — It  is  the  decision  of  the  Labor  Board,  liased  on  the 
evidence  before  it,  that  Mr.  V.  G.  J.  McCarty  has  sufficient  fitness 
and  ability.  Therefore  he  shall  be  allowed  the  op}x>rtunity  to 
qualify  for  the  position  for  which  he  has  applied,  in  accordance 
with  rule  10  of  the  agreement  above  referred  to. 


BEeiSJON  ND.  142.— DOCKET  273. 


Chicago,  III,,  Mag  2,  19^1. 


Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Application  of  section  2,  Article  U of  Decision  Ao.  2 
to  position  of  cashier,  York,  Pa. 

/State?nent.— On  March  1,  1920,  the  salary  of  this  position  was  $90 
per  month.  On  June  9,  1920,  it  was  increased  to  $105  per  month. 
In  applying  Decision  No.  2 of  the  Labor  Board,  $15  increase  au- 
thorized on  June  9 was  deducted  from  the  amount  of  increase  au- 
thorized by  Decision  No.  2.  The  employees  claim  that  the  increase 
of  $15  granted  June  9,  1920,  was  given  with  the  understanding  that 
an}5^  increase  authorized  by  the  Labor  Board  would  be  added  to 
the  new  rate  of  $105.  The  carrier  states  that  this  understanding 
was  not  conveyed  by  an  officer  authorized  to  establish  salaries,  and 
contenc|s  that  in  applying^  the  increase  authorized  by  Decision  No. 
2 to  the  rate  in  effect  at  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920,  they  complied 
with  the  prorisions  of  that  decision. 

Decision, — Interpretation  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  2 clearly  outlines 
the  intent  of  Decision  No.  2 in  applying  increases  to  rates  establislied 
subsequent  to  March  1,  1920,  and  should  govern  in  this  dispute. 


DECISION  NO-.  143,— DOCKET  170. 

Chicago,  III.,  May  U,  mi. 

United  BrotheiTiocd  ef  Maintenance  of  Way  Emploj^ees  and  Railway  Shop 

Laborers  v.  The  Cleveland,  Cincmnatl,  Chicago  & St.  I.oiiis  Raihvay  Co. 

Question. — Proper  rate  of  pay  for  inside  hostler  helpers  under 
Decision  No.  2. 

The  contentions  of  the  resjrective  parties  have  been  submitted 
to  the  Labor  Board  as  follows: 

Employees  position. — The  Cleveland,  Ciuciniiati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Riiil- 
way  Co.  have  two  classes  ©f  hostler  helpers.  One  class  is  called  the  main  track' 
hostler  helpers,  and  is  paid  as  per  Decision  No.  2 of  the  United  States  Rail- 
road Labor  Board.  $5.04. per  day  for  eight  hours.  The  other  class  is  ca.lied 
inside  hostler  helpers,  and  is  paid  fi’om  $3.96  to  $4.04  per  day  for  eight  hoilrs. 
In  each  ease  the  men  are  doing  the  same  class  of  work,  and  v/e  elaiiii  the 
inside  hostler  helpers  should  be  paid  the  same  as  the  main  track  hostler  helpers. 

IfaUroarVs  position. — ^Tlre  helper's  under  section  4,  Artiele  VI,  are  only  those 
mentioned  in  Artiele  XXI  of  Supplement  No.  15  to  General  Order  No,  27.  Such 
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helpers  are  used  to  assist  the  outside  hostlers,  and  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Sup-* 
plemeiit  No.  15  to  General  Order  No.  27,  under  Article  XXI,  again  directs  that 
the  term  “ helper”  applies  to  employees  when  used  to  assist  outside  hostlers. 
We  designate  these  men  as  “ main  track  hostler  helpers,”  and  these  main  track 
hostler  helpers  were  increased  to  $5.04  per  day.  Other  hostler  helpers  were, 
by  Decision  No.  2 of  the  Railroad  Labor  Board,  .July  20,  1920,  increased  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  8 of  Article  III. 

Decision. — Inrestigation  cleTelops  that  the  employees  in  question, 
referred  to  as  inside  hostler  helpers,  are  performing  similar  service 
to  employees  involved  in  dispute  covered  by  Decision  No.  40  rendered 
by  the  Labor  Board. 

The  Labor  Board  therefore  decides  that  Decision  No.  40  shall 
govern  in  this  dispute. 


DECISION  NO.  144.— DOCKET  299. 

Chicago,  III.,  May  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  The  Colorado  & Southern.  Railway  Co. 

Question. — (a)  Are  employees  in  the  sendee  of  the  Colorado  & 
Southern  Bailway  Co.  engaged  exclusively  in  filling  lubricators  en- 
titled to  the  classification  and  rating  of  machinist  helpers? 

(h)  Is  the  Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co.  warranted  in  mak- 
ing deductions  from  an  employee’s  earnings  as  a result  of  tv7o 
conflicting  decisions  rendered  by  two  agencies,  both  having  the 
authority  to  make  such  decisions? 

The  submission  contained  the  following  joint  statement  of  facts: 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Employees  engaged  exclusively  in  filling  lubri- 
cators were  originally  pakl  under  the  provisions  of  section  (u).  Article  V of 
Supplement  T to  General  Order  No.  27,  up  to  and  inclusive  of  July  31,  1920. 
Upon  receipt  of  Decisions  NV  82,  MR  328,  AL  390,  and  1010  from  Railway 
Board  of  Adjustment  No.  2,  arrangements  were  made  to  pay  these  employees 
the  machinist  helpers’  rate  of  pay,  back  pay  being  figured  in  accordance  there- 
with, retroactive  to  the  effective  date  of  Supplement  No.  4 to  General  Order 
No.  27.  Upon  receipt  of  Dockets  1553,  1573,  1728,  and  1759,  and  v/hich  latter 
decisions  reversed  the  decisions  contained  in  Dockets  NC  82,  MR  328,  x\L  390, 
and  1010,  the  rate  of  pay  for  these  exclusive  lubricator  fillers  was  readjusted  in 
accordance  with  provisions  contained  in  section  (a)  of  Article  V,  Supplement 
No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27,  and  arrangements  made  to  deduct  the  overpay- 
ments made  to  these  employees  under  former  decisions. 

Decision. — {a)  The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  emplo}^ees  in 
question  if  engaged  exclusively  in  filling  lubricators  are  not  entitled 
to  the  classification  and  rating  of  machinist  helpers,  unless  or  until 
such  classification  and  rating  is  the  result  of  negotiation  and  agree- 
ment between  the  Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co.  and  the  duly 
authorized  representatives  of  said  em^ployees. 

{h)  Since  receipt  of  the  above  submission  the  management  of  the 
Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co.  has  advised  the  Labor  Board  that 
no  deductions  will  be  made  from  the  earnings  of  the  employees  in 
question  as  a result  of  payments  made  under  the  terms  of  the  deci- 
sions herein  referred  to,  which  action  obviates  the  necessity  of  this 
Board  rendering  a decision  on  that  point. 
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DECISION  NO.  145.— DOCKET  119-1. 

Chicago,  III.,  May  17,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts)  v. 

Duluth,  Missabe  & Northern  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Shall  all  the  machinists  and  machinist  helpers  dis- 
charged by  the  Duluth,  Missabe  & Northern  Railway  Co.  at  Proctor, 
Minn.,  on  September  8,  9,  and  14,  1920,  be  reinstated  with  their 
seniority  rights  unimpaired  and  paid  for  all  time  lost? 

Statement. — Contributory  causes,  leading  up  to  the  dispute  and 
decision  herein  cited,  are  summarized  by  the  Labor  Board  as  follows : 

The  carrier  Tvas  under  Federal  control.  The  national  agreement 
from  its  effective  date  superseded  the  agreement  in  effect  on  that 
date  and  thereafter.  Because  of  scarcity  of  men  and  low  rates 
of  pay  the  carrier  was  unable  to  secure  and  retain  men  competent 
to  perform  certain  classes  of  work.  After  approval  by  the  regional 
director,  the  carrier  on  September  5,  1919,  entered  into  a contract 
wdth  a firm  named  Miller  & Coliani,  who  it  was  agreed  would  per- 
form certain  roundhouse  work  at  Proctor,  Minn.  The  work  let  out 
by  contract  included  grease  cup  filling,  boiler  washing,  boiler  wash- 
ing helping,  filling  up  boilers,  engine  wiping,  fire  knocking,  fire 
building,  etc. 

After  the  national  agreements  became  effective  (rates  of  pay  May 
1,  1919,  rules  October  20,  1919)  conferences  were  held  between  the 
representatives  of  the  shop  crafts  and  of  the  carrier  for  the  purpose 
of  interpreting  various  provisions  of  said  agreement;  one  of  the 
questions  discussed  and  not  agreed  upon  was  that  of  applying  the 
rates  of  pay  and  conditions  of  employment  to  certain  men  employed 
by  the  contractor.  A joint  submission  on  this  question  was  prepared 
and  submitted  to  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  and 
decision  received  reading  in  part  as  follows : 

* * * Will  advise  that  it  was  not  the  piirnose  of  the  agreement  to  permit 

such  work  as  filling  grease  cups  to  be  contracted  for. 

The  specific  question  at  issue  should  he  handled  under  tlie  provisions  of  rules 
35  and  36. 

Notwithstanding  this  decision,  all  subsequent  and  numerous  efforts 
on  the  part  of  the  representatives  of  the  employees  to  have  the  au- 
thorized rates  of  paj^  and  conditions  of  employment  applied  to  the 
employees  in  question  were  without  success. 

The  carrier  was  not  among  the  roads  included  in  Decision  No.  2, 
but  on  August  5,  1920,  posted  a notice  stating  that  the  provisions  of 
this  decision  would  be  applied  to  the  shop  employees;  however,  the 
increases  provided  for  in  Decision  hlo,  2 were  not  applied  to  the 
employees  of  the  contractor  who  were  specified  in  and  came  under 
the  provisions  of  the  national  agreement.  On  August  31,  1920,  the 
employees  of  the  contractor  ceased  work  to  enforce  their  demands  for 
a substantial  increase  in  pay.  The  shop  crafts’  committee  persuaded 
the  employees  of  the  contractor  performing  work  covered  by  the  na- 
tional agreement  to  remain  at  work,  as  their  grievances  were  being 
handled  in  the  regular  manner;  this  included  grease  cup  fillers  (ex- 
cept five  not  members  of  the  machinists’  organization),  boiler 
washers,  boiler  washer  helpers,  and  boiler  fill-up  men.  These  men 
remained  at  work  and  performed  their  usual  duties. 
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The  evidence  clearly  shows  that  the  continued  failure  of  the  car- 
riers to  observe  and  put  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  national 
agreement  and  interpretations  thereof  irritated  the  employees,  caused 
general  dissatisfaction  and  distrust,  and  was  largely,  if  not  wholly, 
responsible  for  the  subsequent  attitude  as  herein  cited. 

During  the  strike  of  the  contractors’  employees  the  foremen  of 
the  machinists  on  each  of  the  three  shifts  in  the  roundhouse  were 
required  to  perform  the  work  of  the  strikers.  This  was  not  a de- 
sirable position  to  place  the  foremen  in  and  at  least  one  of  the  fore- 
men suggested  to  the  committeemen  representing  the  machinists  that 
a protest  should  be  made.  A conference  was  had  with  the  officials, 
including  the  superintendent  of  motive  power,  by  the  committeemen 
on  the  second  shift  about  8 p.  m.,  September  1,  1920.  At  this  con- 
ference the  committee  was  advised  that  any  employee  who  refused 
to  obey  orders  or  who  in  any  manner  interfered  with  the  employees 
of  the  contractor  would  be  dismissed  from  the  service.  The  super- 
intendent instructed  the  foremen  to  give  this  information  to  the  men 
on  the  second  and  third  shifts.  The  third  shift  came  on  at  11  p.  m., 
September  1,  and  the  committee  notified  the  traveling  engineer,  the 
official  in  charge,  that  the  men  did  not  desire  to  work  with  foremen 
who  were  taking  the  places  of  the  men  who  had  ceased  work,  stat- 
ing that  they  would  work  under  protest,  but  would  do  so  with  the 
understanding  that  the  organization  would  not  be  responsible  for  the 
individual  action  of  its  members.  This  the  traveling  engineer  re- 
fused to  agree  to.  At  2 a.  m.  the  men  v^ere  told  by  the  traveling 
engineer  that  it  was  not  his  intention  to  discharge  any  of  the  men, 
but  they  might  as  well  ‘‘  call  it  off.”  The  men  remained  in  round- 
liouse  but  did  not  thereafter  perform  any  work. 

The  first-  shift  men  started  at  7 a.  m.,  September  2,  1920,  and 
took  similar  action  to  that  of  the  third  shift.  At  7.15  a.  m.  the 
officials  met  a committee  representing  the  first  shift  and  notified 
this  shift  “that  unless  they  immediately  started  work  they  would 
be  dismissed.”  The  officials  were  ad^dsed  that  at  a meeting  of  the 
machinists  the  evening  of  September  1 the  men  had  voted  and 
decided  that  they  would  perform  no  work  unless  the  foremen  in 
question  were  relieved  from  performing  the  work  that  was  let  out 
to  and  came  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  contractor.  The  superin- 
tendent of  motive  power  thereupon  notified  these  men  “that  they 
should  consider  themselves  dismissed  and  out  of  the  service.” 
T]ie  representatives  of  the  men  thereupon  requested  the  privilege 
of  conferring  with  the  general  shop  committee  (the  shop  and 
engine  house  being  some  distance  apart)  to  discuss  what  had  trans- 
pired; the  officials  advised  that  this  was  agreeable  to  them.  The 
committeemen  on  returning  from  this  conference  with  the  general 
shop  committee  instructed  the  men  to  resume  work;  the  men  took 
the  position  “that  inasmuch  as  they  had  gone  as  far  as  they  had 
the7)r  would  not  work  until  the  matter  was  definitely  settled.” 

At  about  10  a.  m.  (same  day)  the  general  machinists’  com- 
mittee requested  and  was  granted  a conference  with  the  officials  to 
discuss  the  engine-house  trouble.  The  superintendent  of  motive 
power  notified  this  committee  “that  any  man  refusing  to  work  or 
obey  orders  would  be  dismissed  from  the  service.”  During  the 
99915°— 22 9 
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progress  of  this  conference  the  officials  received  word  that  all  the 
machinists  in  tlie  shop  had  ceased  Avork.  The  superintendent  of 
motiA^e  power  thereupon  notified  the  committee  present  that  they 
had  better  go  immediately  to  the  shop  and  ^et  work  started  before 
the  trouble  spread.  The  officials  were  then  asked  “what  action 
would  be  taken  regarding  the  men  wdio  had  refused  to  work  if  they 
should  all  decide  to  resume  work  immediately.”  (At  this  point  the 
parties  to  the  dispute  diiier  as  to  the  agreement  reached.)  The 
representatiA'e  of  the  carrier  gaA^e  the  following  as  his  answer  to  the 
question  preceding  ; 

I do  not  knoAV,  but  if  you  will  go  back  to  Avork  I will  use  my  efforts  to 
call  tlie  matter  closed,  but  I do  not  know  what  view  of  the  matter  the  man- 
agement of  the  railroad  will  take. 

Oral  testimony  and  affidaAuts  of  6 members  of  the  general  com- 
mittee present  at  the  conference  submitted  to  the  Labor  Board  T^y 
the  representatiA^es  of  the  employees  clearly  establish  that  it  was 
their  understanding  and  belief  that  a settlement  had  been  made 
and  that  the  question  was  a closed  incident,  and  because  of  this  fact 
work  was  resumed  by  all  of  the  employees  represented  by  the  general 
committee.  All  of  these  men  continued  to  perform  their  regular 
duties  up  to  the  morning  of  September  8,  1920,  when,  at  6.10  a.  m., 
notice  was  sent  to  the  chairman  of  the  committee  at  his  home  to 
the  effect  that  an  investigation  was  to  be  held  at  T a.  m.  regard- 
ing some  machinists  and  helpers.  Protest  Avas  filed  by  the  repre- 
sentatiA^es  of  the  employees  as  to  the  irregular  method  of  handling 
the  inAmstigation.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  officials  had  their 
instructions  to  discharge  the  machinists  and  helpers  and  did  so  dis- 
charge them.  This  included  18  machinists  and  18  helpers  of  the 
first  shift  and  6 machinists  and  5 helpers  of  the  third  shift.  On 
September  9 the  carrier  started  calling  men  from  the  shop  forces 
to  fill  the  places  of  the  men  discharged.  The  shop  forces  declined 
to  go  to  the  roundhouse,  as  the  men  belieAmd  that  the  carrier  had 
disregarded  the  settlement  reached  on  September  2;  and  that  the 
discharge  of  the  roundhouse  men  on  September  8 was  uncalled  for 
and  represented  a breach  of  good  faith. 

The  question  was  then  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  general  chair- 
man and  from  September  9 to  September  19  a series  of  conferences 
were  held  with  the  representatives  of  the  carrier.  The  carrier 
submitted  a proposition  proAuding  for  the  return  to  service  of  all 
machinists  and  helpers  with  the  exception  of  seA^en  machinists  and 
two  helpers;  the  proposition  to  be  accepted  in  its  entirety.  The 
committee  canA^assed  the  situation  and  found  that  only  one  ma- 
chinist of  the  seAnn  accepted  and  the  two  helpers  desired  to  return ; 
another  conference  was  held,  the  carrier  practically  agreed  to  take 
back  the  two  helpers  but  declined  to  reinstate  the  one  machinist. 
During  the  conference  the  carrier  adAUsed  that  unless  he  could  get 
machinists  for  the  roundhouse  to  operate  the  first  and  third  shifts 
he  would  have  to  close  down  the  entire  plant.  The  chief  clerk 
was  called  in  and  instructed  to  post  a notice  to  close  doAvn  the 
entire  locomotive  department  at  3 p.  m.,  notifying  the  general  chair- 
man that  each  back  shop  machinist  would  be  called  upon  to  work 
in  the  roundhouse  before  3 o’clock,  and  that  as  fast  as  they  re- 
fused they  would  be  discharged.  The  general  chairman  advised 
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that  they  would  see  that  the  roundhouse  was  operated  on  the  first 
and  third  shifts,  pending  an  effort  to  secure  a conference  with 
the  president  of  the  carrier  to  settle  the  question.  This  proposition 
was  accepted  by  the  superintendent  of  motive  power.  The  general 
chaiiinan  was  advised  as  to  the  number  of  men  needed,  and  assisted 
in  securing  the  men  needed  from  the  shop  forces  for  the  first  and 
third  shifts,  commencing  with  the  third  shift  Saturdajq  September 
11.  Subsequent  efforts  of  the  committee  to  secure  a conference  with 
the  president  of  the  carrier  proved  unsuccessful.  They  did  meet  the 
vice  president,  only  to  be  advised  that  the  superintendent  of  motive 
power  had  full  authority  to  handle  the  matter. 

At  conference  September  13  the  committee  insisted  on  the  rein- 
statement of  the  one  machinist;  the  officials,  however,  declined  and 
gave  the  committee  until  4 p.  m.  to  accept,  or  the  proposition  would 
be  withdrawn.  The  time  was  later  modified  to  7.30  p.  m.,  to  give 
committee  opportunity  to  confer  with  the  men.  The  men  insisted 
on  the  reinstatement  of  the  machinist  in  question,  the  committee 
so  reporting  to  the  carrier  at  7.30  p.  m.  The  request  was  again 
denied  by  the  carrier.  The  committee  then  submitted  a proposi- 
tion providing  for  the  immediate  return  to  service  of  all  men  (ex- 
cepting those  objected  to  by  the  carrier)  and  the  submission  of 
cases  of  these  excepted  men  to  the  proper  tribunal  for  decision. 
This  the  carrier  declined  to  do,  stating  that  if  a submission  was 
to  be  made  it  must  include  all  men  involved.  The  following  day, 
September  14,  the  carrier  called  upon  eight  shop  machinists  to 
go  to  the  roundhouse,  and  upon  their  refusal  they  were  discharged. 

A committee  of  business  men  interviewed  the  management  Sep- 
tember 14  and  submitted  a proposition  which  provided  for  the 
return  to  service  of  all  the  employees  with  the  exception  of  the 
seven  objected  to,  on  condition  that  the  employees  agreed.  The 
employees  did  agree  when  the  business  men  offered  to  provide  finan- 
cially for  the  one  machinist  previously  referred  to.  The  committee 
of  business  men  reported  back  to  the  carrier,  and  were  advised  that 
the  offer  could  not  be  accepted,  giving  as  the  reason  articles  appear' 
ing  in  the  newspapers  of  that  day — articles  for  which  the  representa- 
tives of  the  employees  disclaim  any  responsibility. 

From  September  14  to  October  13,  1920,  both  inclusive,  other  con- 
ferences were  held.  The  general  officers  were  called  in,  but  were 
unable  to  adjust  the  dispute  and  were  unsuccessful  in  their  efforts  to 
meet  the  president  of  the  carrier;  neither  could  they  receive  an  ac- 
knowledgment of  communications  sent  him,  although  they  did  hold 
conferences  with  the  superintendent  of  motive  power  and  other 
officials. 

At  close  of  conference  on  September  30  it  was  agreed  that  the  car- 
rier would  draw  up  a draft  of  proposed  statement  of  facts  (pre- 
liminary to  submitting  the  case  to  the  Labor  Board)  from  their  view- 
point, the  employees’  representatives  to  be  notified  at  2 p.  m.,  Oc- 
tober 1,  when  they  would  again  confer.  At  noon  on  October  1,  the 
carrier  advised  the  committee  by  phone  that  they  could  not  possibly 
draw  up  a joint  statement  of  facts  in  less  than  ten  days.  The  com- 
mittee protested  this  delay,  requesting  an  answer  in  writing,  which 
the  carrier  agreed  to  furnish  at  5.30  p.  m.  At  5 p.  m.  the  carrier,  by 
phone,  declined  to  give  written  answer,  reiterating  that  it  would  take 
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10  days  in  which  to  prepare  a draft  of  a joint  statement  of  facts. 
On  October  4 the  committee  again  requested  that  they  proceed  to 
prepare  the  joint  statement  of  facts  and  Avas  advised  that  the  car- 
rier was  not  ready  to  furnish  a copy  to  the  employees.  On  October 
11,  the  10-day  limit  set  by  the  carrier  having  expired,  the  committee 
requested  the  carrier  to  furnish  the  statement  of  facts  or  confer  and 
attempt  to  agTee  to  a joint  statement  of  facts.  The  carrier  advised 
that  they  would  not  be  readj^  for  two  or  three  days.  About  2 p.  m., 
October  12,  the  committee  was  ad^dsed  that  the  carrier  would  be 
ready  to  submit  a joint  statement  of  facts  at  9 a.  m.,  October  13. 
About  7.15  a.  m.,  October  13,  the  carrier  advised  the  committee  that 
they  Avere  unable  to  meet  representatiA^es  of  the  employees  for  the 
purpose  of  completing  joint  statement  of  facts  on  the  13;  the  carrier 
also  declined  to  set  any  definite  date  for  a conference.  The  repre- 
sentatives of  the  employees  then  decided  and  so  notified  the  carrier 
that  this  action  left  no  other  alternative  than  that  of  preparing  and 
submitting  the  case  to  the  chief  executive  officer  of  the  RailwaA^  Em- 
ployees’ Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  for  presentation  to  the  United 
States  Eailroad  Labor  Board. 

Decision, — In  the  judgment  of  the  Labor  Board,  both  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  carrier  and  the  employees  directly  inAmlved  were 
responsible  for  the  conditions  resulting  in  this  dispute;  the  carrier 
being  primarily  responsible  because  of  failure  to  put  into  effect  the 
rates  of  pay  and  conditions  of  employment  as  pro  Added  by  the  na- 
tional agreement  and  interpretations  thereof.  The  Labor  Board, 
therefore,  decides: 

(a)  That  the  machinists  and  machinist  helpers  discharged  on 
September  8,  9,  and  14,  1920,  shall,  on  the  date  of  receipt  of  this  de- 
cision or  the  earliest  possible  date  thereafter  be  reinstated  with  the 
continuity  of  their  seniority  in  the  serAdce  unimpaired,  and, 

{!))  That  the  request  for  pay  for  time  lost  by  these  employees  is 
denied. 


DECISION  NO  140.— DOCKET  119-2. 

Chicago,  III.,  May  17,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Duluth,  Missabe  & Northern  Railway  Co. 

Question.— ^\\2i\l  Samuel  Thomas  be  reinstated  Avith  full  seniority 
rights  and  paid  for  all  time  lost  ? 

Sfate7neTtt.—T\iQ  facts  in  the  case  have  been  briefly  summarized  by 
the  Labor  Board  as  follows : 

Mr.  Samuel  Thomas,  a coach  painter  in  the  service  of  the  carrier  since 
August,  1910,  and,  at  time  of  dismissal  and  for  some  time  prior  thereto, 
acting  as  the  duly  authorized  local  chairman  of  the  Brotherhood  of 
Kailway  Carmen  of  America,  Proctor,  Minn.,  also  secretary-treasurer 
of  the  s}^stem  federation.  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  Duluth,  Missabe  & 
Northern  Kailway,  was  dismissed  from  the  serAuce  by  the  general  fore- 
man at  about  1.15  p.  m.,  October  2,  1920,  for  alleged  violation  of  the 
rules  of  the  carrier,  in  that  he  left  his  work  Avithout  permission  from 
his  imm.ediate  foreman.  Mr.  Thomas  admits  in  the  instance  cited  that 
he  did  not  secure  the  permission  of  his  immediate  foreman. 
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The  evidence  shows  that  this  act  was  not  executed  in  a spirit  of 
insubordination;  that  Mr.  Thomas  made  it  a practice  to  secure  such 
permission;  that  on  September  25,  1920,  while  at  his  regular  place  of 
work,  one  of  his  fellow  craftsmen  called  his  attention  to  a violation 
of  rule  32  of  the  national  agreement  (the  agreement  in  effect  and  so 
recognized  by  the  carrier) ; that  the  alleged  violation  took  place  in 
the  tank  shop  where  a helper  was  perf orming  mechanic’s  work ; that 
prompt  action  was  essential  and  desirable  in  the  interest  of  securing 
the  actual  proof  and  subsequent  discontinuance  of  the  practice ; that 
Mr.  Thomas  did  not  secure  permission  to  attend  to  this  matter  solely 
because  of  the  temporary  absence  of  his  immediate  foreman ; and,  that 
tlie  time  he  consumed  in  the  adjustment  of  this  case  did  not  exceed  a 
total  of  10  minutes. 

The  following  are  quotations  from  the  agreement  herein  specified 
and  must  be  given  due  consideration  in  this  dispute : 

Rule  32.  None  but  mechanics  or  apprentices  regularly  employed  as  such  shall 
do  mechanic’s  work  as  per  special  rules  of  each  craft,  except  foremen  at  points 
where  no  mechanics  are  employed. 

Rule  35.  Should  any  employee  subject  to  this  agreement  believe  he  has  been 
unjustly  dealt  with,  or  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  agreement  have  been  vio- 
lated, the  case  shall  be  taken  to  the  foreman,  general  foreman,  master  me- 
chanic, or  shop  superintendent,  each  in  their  respective  order,  by  the  duly  au- 
thorized local  committee  or  their  representative.  * * * conferences  be- 

tween local  officials  and  local  committees  to  be  held  during  regular  working 
hours  without  loss  of  time  to  committeemen. 

Rule  37.  An  emploj^ee  who  has  been  in  the  service  of  the  railroad  thirty  (30) 
days  shall  not  be  dismissed  for  incompetency,  neither  shall  an  employee  be  dis- 
charged for  any  cause  without  first  being  given  an  investigation. 

Rule  38.  If  it  is  found  that  an  employee  has  been  unjustly  discharged  or  dealt 
with,  such  employee  shall  be  reinstated  with  full  pay  for  all  time  lost. 

Rule  39.  The  company  will  not  discriminate  against  any  committeemen  who, 
from  time  to  time,  represent  other  employees,  and  will  grant  them  leave  of 
absence  and  free  transportation  when  delegated  to  represent  other  employees. 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  helper  was  assigned  to  mechanic’s  work 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  rule  32. 

The  employee  who  notified  the  local  chairman  of  the  violation  and 
the  local  chairman  were  acting  in  conformity  with  the  recognized 
procedure  under  rule  35. 

Mr.  Thomas  was  dismissed  in  violation  of  rule  37,  no  investigation 
having  been  held  prior  to  his  dismissal. 

Decision. — In  view  of  all  the  circumstances,  the  Labor  Board  de- 
cides that  Mr.  Thomas  shall  be  reinstated  with  full  seniority  rights 
and  paid  for  ail  time  lost,  less  any  amount  he  has  earned  at  other 
employment  since  dismissal. 

DECISION  NO.  147.— DOCKET  353o 
Chicago,  III.,  June  1,  1921. 

New  York  Centra!  Railroad  Co.  et  al.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steam- 
ship Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  et  al. 

The  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  acting  under  authority 
of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  and  in  furtherance  of  the  purpose 
of  said  act,  hereby  renders  a decision  upon  a series  of  controversies 
between  the  carriers  and  the  representatives  of  certain  employees  of 
the  carriers  involving  the  question  of  what  shall  constitute  just  and 
reasonable  wages.  The  various  controversies  were  considered  in  con- 
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ference  between  representatives  designateu  and  authorized  ])V  the 
parties,  and  not  having  been  decided  in  such  conference  were  referred 
to  the  Labor  Board  for  hearing  and  decision. 

Parties  to  the  dispute. — The  carriers  parties  liereto,  eacli  of  which 
has  a dispute  with  one  or  more  of  the  organizations  hereinafter 
named,  are : 


Ann  Arbor  Railroad  Co. 

Atchison  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
Co. 

Beanmont  Wharf  & Terminal  Co. 

Grand  Canyon  Railway  Co. 

Gulf,  Colorado  «&  Santa  Fe  Rail- 
way Co. 

Panhandle  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co. 

Rio  Grande,  El  Paso  & Santa  Fe 
Railroad  Co. 

Baltimore  & Ohio  Railroad  Co. 

Baltimore  & Ohio  Chicago  Ter- 
minal Railway  Co. 

Coal  & Coke  Railroad. 

Staten  Island  Rapid  Transit  Co. 

Bangor  & Aroostook  Railroad  Co. 

Belt  Railway  Co.  of  Chicago. 

Boston  & Maine  Railroad. 

Buffalo  & Susquehanna  Railroad  Cor- 
poration. 

Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Rail- 
way Co. 

Central  Railroad  Co.  of  New  Jersey. 

Central  Union  Depot  & Railway  Com- 
pany of  Cincinnati. 

Central  Vermont  Railway  Co. 

Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  Co. 

Chesapeake  & Ohio  Northern 
Railway  Co. 

Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  Co. 
of  Indiana. 

Chicago  & Alton  Railroad  Co, 

Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railroad 
Co. 

Chicago  & North  Western  Railway 
Co. 

Chicago  & Western  Indiana  Railroad 
Co. 

Chicago,  Burlington  & Quincy  Rail- 
road Co. 

Chicago,  Great  Western  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago,  Indianapolis  & Louisville 
Railway  Co. 

Chicago  Junction  Railway  Co. 

Chicago  River  & Indiana  Railroad 
Co. 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Rail- 
way Co. 

Chicago,  Peoria  & St,  Louis  Railroad 
Co. 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Rail- 
way Co. 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Gulf 
Railway  Co. 

Cincinnati,  Indianapolis  & Western 
Railroad  Co. 

Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western 
Railroad  Co. 


Denver  & Rio  Grande  Railroad. 

Rio  Grande  Southern  Railroad 
Co. 

Salt  Lake  City  Union  Depot  & 
Railroad  Co. 

Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Detroit  Terminal  Railroad  Co. 

Duluth,  South  Shore  & Atlantic  Rail- 
way Co. 

lilineral  Range  Railroad  Co. 

El  Paso  & Southwestern  Co. 

El  Paso  & Northeastern  Railroad 
Co. 

El  Paso  & Southwestern  Railroad 
Co. 

El  Paso  & Southwestern  Railroad 
Co.  of  Texas. 

Erie  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago  & Erie  Railroad  Co. 

New  Jersey  & New  York  Railroad 
Co. 

New  York,  Susquehanna  & West- 
ern Railroad  Co. 

Wilkes-Barre  & Eastern  Rail- 
road Co. 

Fort  Worth  &;  Denver  Citv  Railway 
Co. 

Wichita  Valley  Railway  Co, 

Grand  Trunk  Railway  System  (West- 
ern Lines). 

Great  Northern  Railway  Co.  and  con- 
trolled lines. 

Gulf  Coast  Lines. 

Houston  Belt  & Terminal  Rail- 
way Co. 

New  Iberia  & Northern  Railway 
Co. 

New  Orleans,  Texas  & Mexico 
Railway  Co. 

Orange  & Northwestern  Railroad 
Co. 

St.  Louis,  Brownsville  & IMexico 
Railway  Co. 

Hocking  Valley  Railway  Co. 

Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co, 

Chicago,  Memphis  & Gulf  Rail- 
road Co. 

Yazoo  & Mississippi  Valley  Rail- 
road Co. 

International  & Great  Northern  Rail- 
way. 

Indianapolis  Union  Railway  Co. 

Kansas  City  Southern  Railway  Co. 

Arkansas  Western  Railway  Co. 

Poteau  Valley  Railroad  Co, 

Texarkana  & Fort  Smith  Railway 
Co. 
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Kansas  City  Terminal  Railway  Co. 
Lehigh  & New  England  Railroad  Co. 
Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Long  Island  Railroad  Co. 

Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 
Louisville  Nashville  Railroad  Co. 
Maine  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Portland  Terminal  Co. 

IMinneapolis  & St.  Louis  Railroad  Co. 
Railway  Transfer  Co.  of  the  City 
of  Minneapolis. 

Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sault  Ste. 

Marie  Railway  Co. 

Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway. 
Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Rail- 
way of  Texas. 

Wichita  Falls  & Northwestern 
Railway. 

Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 
IMonongahela  Railway  Co. 

Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis 
Railway. 

New  York  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Boston  &,  Albany  Railroad. 
Cincinnati  Northern  Railroad  Co. 
Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & 
St.  Louis  Railway  Co. 

Evansville,  Indianapolis  & Terre 
Haute  Railway  Co. 

Fort  Wayne,  Cincinnati  & Louis- 
ville Railroad  Co, 

Indiana  Harbor  Belt  Railroad  Co. 
Kanawha  & Michigan  Railway  Co. 
Kanawha  & West  Virginia  Rail- 
road Co. 

Lake  Erie  & Eastern  Railroad  Co. 
Lake  Erie  & Western  Railroad  Co. 
Louisville  & Jeffersonville  Bridge 
& Railroad  Co. 

^Michigan  Central  Railroad  Co. 
Muncie  Belt  Railway. 

Pittsburgh  & Lake  Erie  Railroad 
Co. 

Rutland  Railroad  Co. 

Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Railway 
Co. 

Zanesville  & Western  Railway  Co. 
New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford 
Railroad  Co. 

Central  New  England  Railway  Co. 
New  York,  Ontario  & Western  Railway 
Co. 

Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 
Northem  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Big  Fork  & International  Falls 
Railway  Co. 

Minnesota  & International  Rail- 
way Co. 

Northwestern  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 
Pennsylvania  System,  including  sub- 
sidiary and  affiliated  lines. 

Baltimore,  Chesapeake  & Atlantic 
Railway  Co. 

Maryland,  Delaware  & Virginia 
Railway  Co. 


Pere  ^Marquette  Raihvay  Co. 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway  Co. 

Atlantic  City  Railroad  Co. 

Catasauqua  & Fogelsville  Railroad 
Co. 

Chester  & Delaware  River  Rail- 
road Co. 

Delaware  River  Ferry  Co.  of  New 
Jersey. 

Gettysburg  & Harrisburg  Railway 
Co. 

Middletown  & Hummelstown  Rail- 
road Co. 

Northeast  Pennsylvania  Railroad 
Co. 

Perkiomen  Railroad  Co. 

Philadelphia  & Chester  Valley 
Railroad  Co. 

Philadelphia,  Newtown  & New 
York  Railroad  Co. 

Pickering  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Port  Reading  Railroad  Co. 

Reading  & Columbia  Railroad  Co. 

Rupert  & Bloomsburg  Railroad 
Co. 

Stony  Creek  Railroad  Co. 

Tamaqua,^  Hazelton  & Northern 
Railroad  Co. 

Williams  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Pittsburgh  & West  Virginia  Railway 
Co. 

West  Side  Belt  Railroad  Co. 

Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System.) 

Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and 
Louisiana. 

Galveston,  Harrisburg  & San  An- 
tonio Railway  Co. 

Houston  & Shreveport  Railroad 
Co. 

Houston  & Texas  Central  Rail- 
road Co. 

Houston,  East  & West  Texas 
Railway  Co. 

Iberia  & Vermillion  Railroad  Co. 

Lake  Charles  & Northern  Railroad 
Co. 

Louisiana  Western  Railroad  Co. 

Morgan’s  Louisiana  & Texas  Rail- 
road & Navigation  Co. 

Southern  Pacific  Terminal  Co. 

Texas  & New  Orleans  Railroad  Co. 

The  Direct  Navigation  Co. 

St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway  Sys- 
tem, including  subsidiary  lines. 

Tennessee  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Texas  Midland  Railroad. 

Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  . 

Oregon  Short  Line  Railroad  Co. 

Oregon-Washington  Railroad  & 
Navigation  Co. 

St.  Joseph  & Grand  Island  Rail- 
way Co. 

Wabash  Railway  Co. 

Western  Maryland  Railway  Co. 

Western  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 
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The  organizations  parties  hereto,  each  of  which  has  a dispute  with 
one  or  more  of  the  above-named  carriers,  are : 


American  Association  of  Railroad 
Ticket  Agents, 

American  Federation  of  Railroad 
Workers. 

A^merican  Train  Dispatchers  Associa- 
tion. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen, 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Signalmen  of 
America. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Station  Em- 
ployees. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen. 

]5rotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steam- 
ship Clerks,  Freiglit  Handlers,  Ex- 
press and  Station  Employees. 

Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen  of 
America. 

International  Alliance  of  Amalga- 
mated Sheet  Metal  Workers. 

International  Association  of  Machin- 
ists. 

International  AssociatiPn  of  Railroad 
Supervisors  of  Mechanics. 

International  Brotherhood  of  Black- 
smiths, Drop  Forgers  and  Helpers. 

International  Brotherhood  of  Boiler- 
makers, Iron  Ship  Builders  and 
Helpers  of  America. 


International  Brotherhood  of  Elec- 
trical Workers. 

International  Brotherhood  of  Firemen 
and  Oilers. 

International  Longshoremen’s  Asso- 
ciation. 

International  Molders’  Union  of  North 
America. 

International  Union  of  Steam  and  Op- 
erating Engineers. 

Knights  of  Labor. 

National  Organization  Masters,  IMates 
and  Pilots  of  America. 

Order  of  Railroad  Station  Agents. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors. 

Railroad  Yardmasters  of  America. 

RaiBvay  Employees’  Department,  A.  F. 
of  L. 

Switchmen’s  Union  of  North  America. 

United  Association  of  Railway  Em- 
ployees of  North  America. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Carpenters  and 
.Joiners  of  America. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of 
Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers. 


History  of  the  controversy .-—ImmQdiiditQly  after  the  organization 
of  this  Board  and  on  April  16,  1920,  it  received  and  took  over  for 
hearing  a dispute  that  had  been  pending  before  what  was  known 
as  the  Bipartisan  Board,  between  a large  number  of  carriers  which 
had  been  under  G^overnment  control,  including  most,  if  not  all,  of 
those  now  before  the  Board  in  these  cases,  and  their  employees,  which 
dispute,  among  other  things,  involved  the  question  of  wages. 

After  a full  hearing  and  as  careful  consideration  as  the  time  and 
conditions  would  allow,  the  Board  in  that  case  (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3) 
rendered  its  Decision  No.  2,  awarding  certain  increases  and  fixing 
what  it  deemed  just  and  reasonable  wages  at  that  time  for  all  the 
classes  of  employees  of  all  the  carriers  then  before  the  Board.  The 
Board  did  not  then  undertake  to,  and  under  the  law  could  not,  make 
that  decision  a permanent  award  or  standard.  That  decision  or 
award  was  accepted  in  good  faith  and  acted  on  both  by  the  carriers 
and  their  employees  parties  to  that  decision;  and  certain  other  car- 
riers not  formerly  parties  to  that  case  voluntarily  applied  and  put  in 
force  the  standard  of  wages  fixed  by  the  Board  in  its  Decision  No.  2. 
That  decision  was  rendered  at  a period  of  inflation,  rising  prices  and 
high  costs  of  living.  Since  then  changes,  and  in  some  respects  very 
decided  changes,  have  taken  place  in  business,  industrial,  and  finan- 
cial conditions  in  the  United  States,  and  in  a varying  measure  have 
affected  all  industries  and  the  entire  public. 

We  now  find  ourselves  in  a period  of  readjustment  to  which  all 
interests  sooner  or  later  must  conform. 

Following  the  raise  in  wages  granted  by  this  Board  in  Decision 
No.  2,  and  to  some  extent  based  on  that,  the  Interstate  Commerce 
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Commission  granted  an  increase  of  rates  to  the  carriers  which  was  put 
in  force,  but  after  this  there  came  the  inevitable  pause  in  the  rising 
tide  of  prices  and  business  followed  by  the  like  inevitable  recession, 
and  in  some  lines  a disastrous  fall  in  prices,  and  the  resulting  cutting 
down  of  production.  This  has  affected  all  lines  of  industrial  life  all 
over  the  United  States  and  produced  conditions  which  have  to  be  met 
and  in  whose  burdens  all  have  to  share. 

Confronted  by  tliese  conditions,  the  carriers  before  us,  after  con- 
ferences with  the  respresentatives  of  the  different  classes  of  their 
employees  as  to  a reduction  of  wages,  at  which  conferences  there  was 
a failure  to  reach  an  agreement,  have  filed  their  several  complaints 
and  brought  their  disputes  before  this  Board  for  a decision  as  pro- 
vided by  law.  The  disputes  were  separately  brought ; the  first  being 
filed  by  the  J^e^w  York  Central  Eaiiroad  Co.  on  March  19,  1921,  fol- 
lowed by  numerous  other  carriers. 

Some  of  the  carriers  presented  disputes  applicable  only  to  a few  of 
the  classes  of  their  employees ; others  applicable  to  nearly  all  classes 
of  employees. 

The  board,  appreciating  and  knowing  the  general  financial  and 
industrial  conditions  of  the  country,  considered  the  appeals  of  some 
of  the  carriers  for  immediate  action,  and  believing  that  the  applica- 
tions already  filed  would  soon  be  followed  by  numerous  others,  took 
cognizance  of  the  fact  that  most  of  the  evidence  offered  or  to  be 
offered  in  one  case  would  be  material  and  common  to  all,  and  that  it 
would  be  impracticable  to  reach  an  early  decision  in  the  time  at  the 
disposal  of  the  board  if  the  cases  were  heard  and  considered  sepa- 
rately, the  board  at  that  time  being  engaged  in  hearing  other  press- 
ing matters,  on  April  6,  1921,  passed  a resolution  reciting  in  sub- 
stance these  facts,  and  that  it  w^as  desirable  that  the  board  hear  at 
one  tim-e  and  decide  in  one  decision,  so  far  as  may  be  possible,  the 
question  as  to  what  may  constitute  just  and  reasonable  wages  for  all 
the  classes  of  employees  of  the  carriers  parties  to  Decision  No.  2,  as 
to  whose  wages  there  might  be  a dispute,  and  ordered  and  directed 
that  Monday,  April  18,  1921,  be  set  as  a date  for  hearing,  at  which 
time  the  board  would  hear  representatives  of  the  parties  to  disputes 
where  applications  had  been  filed,  and  of  other  disputes  filed  at  that 
time  between  carriers  and  employees  of  carriers  parties  to  Decision 
No.  2,  if  read}^  for  presentation,  and  the  board  consolidated  all  the 
cases  for  the  purpose  of  hearing  and  decision  so  far  as  practicable. 

On  the  date  set  the  carriers  herein  named  had  fded  the  applications 
for  hearing  of  disputes  with  the  classes  of  their  employees  herein 
named  and  set  out.  The  time  was  limited  for  the  oral  hearings  to 
five  days  for  the  carriers  and  five  days  for  the  representatives  of  the 
employees,  but  the  Board  afterv^ards  gave  the  employees  further 
time  to  prepare  their  cases  for  hearing,  and  slightly  extended  the 
time.  Both  parties  were  also  allowed  to  file  certain  documents  in 
evidence  bearing  upon  the  matters  in  dispute. 

The  hearings  in  these  cases  were  completed  on  May  16,  1921,  and 
the  Board  has  since  had  the  cases  before  it  under  consideration. 

Pending  the  hearing  which  commenced  on  April  18,  and  since,  a 
considerable  number  of  the  carriers  before  the  Board  in  that  hearing 
have  filed  with  the  Board  numerous  other  cases  of  disputes  with  other 
classes  of  their  employees,  and  other  carriers  which  had  no  cases 
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pending  before  the  Board  on  the  18th  of  xVpril  have  filed  cases  of 
disputes,  and  such  cases  are  still  bein^  received.  The  Board  has  been 
impressed  with  the  belief  that  a reduction  of  rates  of  pay  on  any 
road  applying  to  some  class  or  classes  and  not  to  others,  and  thus 
producing  inequalities  of  treatment  and  a reduction  of  wages  from 
the  standards  fixed  by  and  in  Decision  No.  2 on  some  roads,  without 
a corresponding  reduction  on  others  operating  in  the  same  section 
and  under  substantially  the  same  conditions,  would  possibly  be  pro- 
ductive of  unrest,  dissatisfaction,  and  other  unfortunate  results.  It 
therefore  deemed  it  desirable  to  render  its  decision  in  as  many  cases 
and  applying  to  all  or  as  many  classes  as  might  come  before  it  at  one 
and  the  same  time  and  make  it  effective  as  of  and  on  the  same  date. 
It  also  deemed  it  desirable  to  fix  and  announce  that  date  in  advance 
so  that  ail  parties  could  in  a measure  adjust  their  affairs  with  that 
information  before  them. 

With  all  these  things  in  view,  after  having  considered  the  evidence 
heard  in  the  cases  before  it,  the  Board  on  the  iTth  of  May  passed  and 
made  public  a resolution  to  the  effect  that  it  would  announce  its  deci- 
sion in  these  cases  on  June  1,  1921,  to  become  effective  July  1,  1921 ; 
and  it  further  decided  and  announced  that  it  set  June  6,  1921,  as  the 
date  for  hearing  all  other  like  disputes  filed,  docketed,  and  ready  for 
hearing  at  that  time,  it  being  the  purpose  of  the  Board  to  make  its 
decision  of  those  disputes  then  heard  effective  as  of  July  1,  1921. 

In  pursuance  of  this  policy  and  these  orders,  it  now  announces  its 
decision  in  these  consolidated  cases  already  heard. 

In  the  hearing  and  consideration  of  these  cases  there  has  been 
available  to  the  Board  all  the  evidence  taken  and  now  on  file  adduced 
in  the  hearings  of  the  cases  heretofore  brought  before  the  Board,  infor- 
mation gathered  by  the  Board  and  its  forces  under  the  directions  of 
the  statute,  including  reports  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion and  various  other  governmental  agencies.  State  and  national,  in 
addition  to  the  very  voluminous  mass  of  evidence  submitted  at  these 
hearings  by  the  respective  parties,  as  well  as  matters  of  general  and 
universal  public  knowledge. 

As  in  Decision  No.  2,  granting  increases  in  wages,  the  Board  found 
it  necessary  to  assume  a known  and  recognized  base  and  adopted  as 
such  base  the  rates  of  wages  in  effect  March  1,  the  date  of  the  termi- 
nation of  Federal  control,  so  in  this  decision  the  Board  assumes  as 
its  base  the  rates  fixed  and  in  effect  under  and  by  its  Decision  No.  2. 

Except  as  modified  by  changed  conditions,  the  preliminary  state- 
ment set  out  in  and  as  a part  of  its  Decision  No.  2 might  well  be  here 
repeated,  but  that  is  not  deemed  necessary.  Practically  the  same 
methods  of  procedure  there  outlined  were  followed  in  these  cases. 
The  Board  has  been  governed  by  the  same  principles  and  the  direc- 
tions of  the  law  as  there  outlined,  and  has  endeavored  to  give  due 
consideration  to  every  element  of  the  problem  before  it. 

The  decision  of  the  Board  is  the  result  of  the  action  of  the  Board, 
composed  of  nine  members  acting  as  a body,  under  the  usual  parlia- 
mentary methods  of  procedure  and  its  own  rules.  Each  and  every 
separate  question  was  considered  and  voted  upon — each  and  every 
rate  for  each  class  was  voted  upon  and  adopted  by  a majority  vote 
of  the  Board,  and  in  every  instance  one  or  more  of  the  public  group. 
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as  the  law  requires,  voted  in  the  affirmative  on  any  classification  or 
rate  adopted. 

In  a problem  so  complex  and  involving  the  interrelationship  of  the 
wages  of  so  many  different  classes  of  employees  it  is  obvious  that 
there  could  not  be  unanimous  agreement  among  all  the  members  of 
the  Board  on  all  decreases  fixed  by  this  decision;  but  the  several  de- 
creases hereinafter  set  forth  represent,  in  each  instance,  the  best 
judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  Board.  This  statement  is  made  in 
order  that  it  may  not  be  inferred  that  the  decision,  in  all  its  details, 
states  the  precise  decrease  which  any  one  of  the  members  hereof 
might  have  stated  if  he  had  the  sole  power  and  responsibility  for 
fixing  such  decrease. 

The  Board  proceeding  under  the  methods  outlined,  while  not  at- 
tempting to  set  out  all  the  findings  in  detail,  for  the  information  of 
the  public  and  those  directly  interested,  may  here  briefly  outline 
some  of  its  findings  which  have  been  considered  in  reaching  the  re- 
sults herein  announced. 

It  finds  that  since  the  rendition  of  its  Decision  ISTo.  2 there  has  been 
a decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  What  that  decrease  has  been  it  is  im- 
possible to  state  with  mathematical  accuracy  or  even  what  the  general 
average  for  the  United  States  has  been  up  to  and  on  any  given  date. 
The  machinery  for  procuring  and  stating  with  accuracy  the  data  to 
fix  this  is  by  no  means  perfect.  The  decreases  vaiy  greatly  according 
to  the  locality,  and  affect  different  people  in  different  degrees.  In 
some  localities  the  general  decrease  has  been  greater  than  in  others. 
In  the  cities  the  general  decreases  in  some  lines  have  been  offset  to 
some  extent  by  the  high  rents.  In  some  of  the  items  or  products  that 
enter  into  the  costs  of  living  the  fall  in  prices  has  been  great ; in  others, 
much  less. 

The  board  also  finds  that  the  scale  of  wages  for  similar  kinds  of 
work  in  other  industries  has  in  general  been  decreased.  The  same 
conditions  are  also  found  as  to  this  element.  It  is  practically  im- 
possible to  find  any  exact  average  line  of  decrease  for  the  entire 
country.  The  decreases  vary  in  different  industries  and  in  different 
localities,  and  in  some  instances  with  different  industries,  individuals, 
or  corporations.  In  some  places  and  classes  the  decrease  has  been 
heavy;  in  others  not  so  great.  There  has  been  a decrease,  and  the 
tendency  is  at  present  downward. 

But  the  most  unfortunate  condition  is  that  in  many  localities  large 
numbers  are  out  of  employment  on  account  of  the  prevailing  de- 
pression, and  hence  without  wages. 

On  these  elements  and  the  others  prescribed  by  statute  to  be  con- 
sidered, the  Board  has  looked  to  the  general  conditions  existing  and 
brought  to  its  attention,  as  well  as  the  evidence  offered  as  to  particu- 
lar localities  and  carriers. 

In  a decision  of  this  character  it  is  not  practical  to  fix  rates  apply- 
ing with  exact  ratio  to  each  individual  employee  and  each  sepa- 
rate locality,  for  the  reason  that  necessity  compels  the  Board  to 
accept  certain  standardizations  of  pay  for  railroad  employees.  But 
these  standards  are  now  somewhat  different  in  different  regions, 
and  so  the  decreases  will  have  relatively  the  same  general  effect. 

The  Board  believes  that  based  on  these  elements  shown,  i.  e.,  the 
decreased  costs  of  living  and  the  general  decrease  in  the  scale  of 
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wages  in  other  Industries,  that  the  decreases  herein  fixed  are  justi- 
fied and  required. 

But  the  Board  is  required  by  the  Transportation  Act  to  consider 
not  one  but  all  of  the  seven  elements  especially  mentioned  in  the  act 
and  other  relevant  circumstances,  and  this  it  has  endeavored  to  do 
in  reaching  the  results  herein  announced. 

It  has  endeavored  to  consider  as  it  should  all  the  elements  that 
enter  into  this  complex  problem.  There  are  certain  facts  and  con- 
ditions known  to  all  and  which  can  neither  be  disputed  nor  ignored. 
Whatever  may  be  said  as  to  the  origin  or  contributing  causes,  there 
has  been  and  is  a marked,  and  to  some  extent  distressing  and  disas- 
trous, depression  in  business  and  industry  affecting  the  entire  country 
and  some  lines  of  production  most  seriously.  As  a result  heavy 
financial  losses  have  been  suffered  and  many  hundreds  of  thousands 
thrown  out  of  employment  and  deprived  of  all  wages,  and  this  loss 
of  purchasing  pov/er  by  them  has  in  turn  accelerated  the  general 
depression  by  reducing  the  demand  for  the  products  they  would 
otherwise  have  purchased.  While  it  has  been  argued  that  the  fall 
in  prices  has  not  reached  to  any  large  extent  the  consumer,  it  has 
without  question  most  disastrously  reached  and  affected  the  pro- 
ducers, especially  some  lines  of  manufacture  and  the  agricultural 
classes. 

It  should  be  recognized  by  all  that  the  problem  before  us  is  chiefly 
an  economic  one,  and  we  arc  all  confronted  by  adverse  and  trouble- 
some conditions  which  everyone  must  help  to  solve.  It  should  not  be 
looked  upon  as  a struggle  between  capital  and  labor,  or  the  manage- 
ments and  the  enaployees. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides : 

1.  That  the  rates  of  wages  heretofore  established  by  the  authority 
of  the  United  States  Eailroad  Labor  Board  shall  be  decreased  as 
hereinafter  specified,  and  that  such  decreases  shall  be  effective  as  of 
July  1,  1921. 

2.  That  the  scope  of  this  decision  is  limited  to  the  carriers  named 
under  Article  I herein,  to  such  carriers  as  may  be  included  hereafter 
by  addenda,  and  to  the  specific  classes  of  employees  named  or  referred 
to  under  each  particular  carrier. 

3.  That  the  reduction  in  wages  hereby  authorized  shall  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  following  articles  which  prescribe  the  regula- 
tions, designate  the  employees  affected,  and  establish  the  schedules  of 
decreases. 


ARTICLE  I. CARRIERS  AND  EMPLOYEES  AFFECTED. 


Each  of  the  following  carriers  shall  make  deductions  from  the 
rates  of  wages  heretofore  established  by  the  authority  of  the  United 
States  Kailroad  Labor  Board,  for  the  specific  classes  of  its  employees 
named  or  referred  to  in  this  article,  in  amounts  hereinafter  specified 
for  such  classes  in  the  schedules  of  decreases;  apply  the  rates  of 
wages  established  in  section  3 {!))  of  Article  II,  and  sections  1,  2,  3, 
and  4 of  Article  X;  and  make  effective  the  rates  of  wages  fixed  by 
differentials  provided  in  section  4 of  Article  IV. 
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The  article  and  section  numbers  used  in  connection  with  a carrier 
refer  to  the  corresponding  article  and  section  numbers  in  the  sched- 
ules of  decreases,  and  in  determining  the  classes  of  employees  af- 
fected on  each  carrier  the  following  rules  shall  govern : 

(a)  When  section  numbers  are  used  in  connection  with  a carrier 
without  naming  the  classes,  all  classes  of  employees  named  in  the  cor- 
responding section  numbers  of  the  schedules  of  decreases  are  affected. 

(b)  When  section  numbers  are  used  in  connection  with  a carrier 
and  specific  classes  of  employees  are  named,  only  the  same  classes  of 
employees  named  in  the  corresponding  section  numbers  of  the  sched- 
ules of  decreases  are  affected. 

(c)  Where  section  numbers  are  omitted  in  connection  with  a car- 
rier, the  classes  of  employees  named  in  the  corresponding  section 
number  of  the  schedules  of  decreases  are  not  affected. 


Ann  Arbor  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4, 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railroad 
Co. 

Grand  Canyon  Railway  Co. 

Rio  Grande,  El  Paso  & Santa  Fe 
Railroad  Co. 

Panhandle  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co. 
Article  II.  Section  5.  Janitors,  and 
office,  station  and  warehouse 
watchmen.  Sections  7,  8,  and  9. 
Article  III.  Sections  6 and  8. 
Bangor  & Aroostook  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6.  7,  8.  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections,  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  XII.  Section  1.  Dining 
car,  restaurant,  and  hotel  em- 
ployees. 

Baltimore  & Ohio  Chicago  Terminal 
Raihvay  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Baltimore  & Ohio  Railroad  Co. 

Coal  & Coke  Railroad. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8 and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7 and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 


Baltimore,  Chesapeake  & Atlantic 
Railway  Co. 

Maryland,  Delaware  & Virginia 
Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Belt  Railway  Co.  of  Chicago. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Articles  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Boston  & Albany  Railroad. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4, 
Boston  & Maine  Railroad. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Rail- 
way Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Buffalo  & Susquehanna  Railroad  Cor- 
poration. 

Article  II.  Sections  2 and  3.  Sec- 
tion 5.  Janitors  and  watchmen. 
Section  6.  Messengers.  Sections 
7 and  8. 
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Buffalo  & Siisquelianiia  Railroarl  Cor- 
poration— Continiiefl. 

Article  III.  Sections  3,  6,  and  8. 

Article  TV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIIL  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Central  Railroad  Co.  of  New  Jersey. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Gatemen  and 
bag\c:ap:o  and  parcel  room  em- 
ployees. Section  -5.  .Janitors  and 
office,  station,  and  warehouse 
watchmen.  Section  6.  Messen- 
gers. Sections  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  TIT.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Crossing  watchmen  or  flagmen 
and  lamp  lighters  and  tenders. 
Section  S. 

Article  IV.  Section  4. 

Article  X.  Sections  2 and  3. 

Central  Union  Depot  & Railway  Co. 
of  Cincinnati. 

Article  II.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Clerks.  Section  4.  Train  call- 
ers, gatemen,  parcel  room  at- 
tendants, baggage  checkmen, 
and  baggage  department  em- 
ployees. Section  5.  .Janitors. 
Section  7.  Truckers. 

Article  III.  Section  3.  Section 
foremen.  Section  4.  Mechanics 
(painters  and  carpenters  only). 
Section  6.  Track  laborers.  Sec- 
tion 7.  Crossing  watchmen. 

Article  IV.  Section  2.  Electri- 
cians. 

Article  VIII.  Section  1.  Station- 
ary engineers. 

Central  Vermont  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  0, 
7,  and  8, 

Article  IV.  Sections  1.  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  Co. 

Chesapeake  & Ohio  Northern  Rail- 
way Co. 

.Chesaiieake  & Ohio  Railway  Co.  of 
Indiana. 

Article  II.  Section  .5.  .Janitors  and 
watchmen.  Section  6.  Station 
attendants.  Sections  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  6,  7,  and  8. 

Chicago  & Alton  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1.  % 3,  4,  5.  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  C, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 


Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railroad 
Co. 

Article  III.  Section  6. 

Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 
Article  III.  Sections  6 and  S. 
Article  VIII.  ScH^-tion  3. 

Chicago  & Western  Indiana  Railroad 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5.  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4.  .5.  6. 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3.  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2.  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  SectioTis  1.  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3.  and  4. 
Chicago,  Burlington  & Quincy  Rail- 
road Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  4,  5,  7,  8. 
and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  6 and  8. 
Article  VIII.  Section  3. 

Chicago  Great  Western  Railroad  Co. 
Article  IT.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4.  5,  G, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  .5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  2 and  8. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XII.  Section  1.  Dining  car, 
restaurant  employees,  and  train 
porters. 

Chicago,  Indianapolis  & Louisville 
Railway  Co, 

Article  II.  Sections  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Art'cle  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Chicago  Junction  Railway  Co. 

Chicago  River  & Indiana  Railroad 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5.  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1.  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  I,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sectmns  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VITI,  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  XII,  Section  1.  Patrolmen. 
Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St,  Paul  Rail- 
way Co. 

Article  IT.  Section  5.  Janitors  and 
office,  station,  and  warehouse 
watchmen.  Sections  7,  8,  and  9, 
Article  III.  Sections  6 and  8. 
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Chicago,  Peoria  & St.  Louis  Railroad 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4.  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Rail- 
way Co. 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Gulf  Rail- 
way Co. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Train  and 
engine  crew  callers  and  baggage 
and  parcel  room  employees. 
Section  5.  Janitors  and  office, 
station,  and  warehouse  watch- 
men. Sections  6,  7,  8,  and  9. 
Art.  III.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Pile-driver,  ditching,  and  hoist- 
ing firemen,  pumpers,  crossing 
watchmen  or  flagmen,  and 
lamp  lighters  and  tenders.  Sec- 
tion 8. 

Art.  IV.  Section  4.  • 

Art.  VIII.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Cincinnati,  Indianapolis  & Western 
Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Section  1. 

Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  St. 
Louis  Raih^'ay  Co. 

Cincinnati  Northern  Railroad  Co. 
Evansville,  Indianapolis  and  Terre 
Haute  Railway  Co. 

Louisville  & Jeffersonville  Bridge 
& Railroad  Co. 

Muncie  Belt  Railway. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

" Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2 and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Delaw’are,  Lackawanna  & Western 
Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  2,  3,  4,  5,  6. 

7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 


Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western 

Railroad  Co. — Continued. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Police 
department  and  dining  car  de- 
partment employees. 

Denver  & Rio  Grande  Railroad. 

Rio  Grande  Southern  Railroad  Co. 

Salt  Lake  City  Union  Depot  ix,  Rail- 
road Co. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Train  and 
engine  crew  callers  and  baggage 
and  parcel  room  employees. 
Section  5.  Janitors  and  watch- 
men. Sections  6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Pumpers,  crossing  watchmen, 
and  lamp  lighters  and  tenders. 
Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  2 and  3. 

Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1 and  3. 
Section  4.  Foremen  and  helpers. 

Detroit  Terminal  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4, 
and  6. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Duluth,  South  Shore  & Atlantic  Rail- 
way Co. 

Mineral  Range  Railroad  Co. 

Article  III.  Sections  6 and  8. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  2 and  3. 

El  Paso  Sc  Southwestern  Co. 

El  Paso  & Northeastern  Railroad 
Co. 

El  Paso  & Southwestern  Railroad 
Co. 

El  Paso  & Southwestern  Railroad 
Co.  of  Texas. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Train  and 
engine  crew  callers.  Section  5. 
Janitors,  elevator  operators,  and 
office,  station,  and  warehouse 
w^atchmen.  Sections  6,  7, 8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  5.  Mechanics’ 
helpers  (bridge  and  building 
helpers  only).  Section  6.  Sec- 
tion 7.  Crossing  watchmen. 
Section  8. 

Erie  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago  & Erie  Railroad  Co. 

New  Jersey  & New  York  Railroad 
Co. 

New  York,  Susquehanna  & Western 
Railroad  Co. 

Wilkes-Barre  & Eastern  Railroad 
Co. 
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Erie  Railroad  Co. — Continued, 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  HI.  Sections  1,  2,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Fort  Worth  & Denver  City  Railway 
Co. 

Wichita  Valley  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Baggage 
room  employees  (helpers  and 
mail  handlers  only).  Section  5. 
Janitors,  and  oflice,  station  and 
warehouse  watchmen.  Sections 
7,  8,  and  9, 

Article  HI.  Section  5.  Mechanics’ 
helpers  (bridge,  building,  and 
water  service  helpers  only). 
Section  6.  Section  7.  Crossing 
watchmen.  Section  8. 

Grand  Trunk  Railway  System  (West- 
ern Lines). 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Great  Northern  Railway  Co.  (and  con- 
trolled lines ) . 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  2 and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Gulf  Coast  Lines. 

Houston  Belt  & Terminal  Railway 
Co. 

New  Iberia  & Northern  Railv/ay 
Co. 

New  Orleans,  Texas  & Mexico 
Railroad  Go. 

Orange  & Northwestern  Railroad 
Co. 

St.  Louis,  Brownsville  & Mexico 
Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Baggage 
room  employees  (porters  only). 
Section  5.  Janitors,  elevator 
operators,  and  station  and  ware- 
house watchmen.  Sections  7,  8, 
and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Crossing  watchmen  and  lamp 
lighters  and  tenders.  Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  4. 


Gulf,  Colorado  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co. 

Beaumont  Wharf  & Terminal  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Baggage 
room  employees  (porters  only). 
Section  5.  .Janitors  and  watch- 
men. Sections  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Crossing  watchmen.  Section  8. 

Hocking  Valley  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  o,  6, 
7.  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago,  Memphis  & Gulf  Railroad 
Co. 

Yazoo  & Mississippi  Valley  Railroad 
Co. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Baggage 
room  employees  (helpers  and 
mail  handlers  only).  Section  5. 
Janitors  and  watchmen.  Sec- 
tions 7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  6 and  8. 

Article  VIII.  Section  3.  Coal  pass- 
ers. 

Indiana  Harbor  Belt  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  5.  Janitors, 

and  station  and  warehouse 
watchmen.  Sections  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Grossing  watchmen  and  lamp 
lighters.  Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Indianapolis  Union  Railway  Co. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

International  & Great  Northern  Rail- 
way. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Train  and 
engine  crew  callers,  and  baggage 
room  employees.  Section  5.  Jan- 
itors, and  office,  station  and 
warehouse  watchmen.  Sections 
6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  5.  Mechanics.’ 
helpers  (carpenter  and  painter 
helpers  only).  Section  6.  Sec- 
tion 7.  Pumpers,  crossing  watch- 
men, and  lamp  lighters  and 
tenders.  Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  4. 

Kansas  City  Southern  Railway  Co. 

Arkansas  Western  Railway  Co. 

Poteau  Valley  Railroad  Co. 
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Kansas  City  Southern  Railway  Co. — 
Continued. 

Texarkana  & Fort  Smith  Railway 
Co. 

Art.  II.  Section  4.  Train  and  en- 
ftine  crew,  callers,  and  baggage- 
room  employees  (porters  and 
mail  handlers  only).  Section  .o. 
Janitors,  elevator  and  telephone- 
switchboard  operators,  a n d 
office,  station,  and  warehouse 
watchmen.  Sections  6,  7,  8, 
and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Drawbridge  tenders,  pumpers, 
crossing  watchmen,  and  lamp 
lighters  and  tenders.  Section  8. 
Article  IV.  Section  4. 

Kansas  City  Terminal  Railway  Co. 

Article  III.  Sections  6 and  8. 

Lake  Erie  & Western  Railroad  Co. 

Fort  Wayne,  Cincinnati  & Louisville 
Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Arti^'-le  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV,  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Lehigh  & New  England  Railroad  Co. 
Article  II.  Sections  7,  8,  and  9. 
Article  III.  Sections  4,  5,  and  6. 
Section  7.  Crossing  watchmen 
and  lamp  lighters  and  tenders. 
Section  k 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  1.  Foremen  and 
snbforemen  (station  and  plat- 
form foremen,  and  assistant 
foremen  only).  Section  4.  Sec- 
tion 5.  Janitors,  elevator  and 
telephone  switchboard  opera- 
tors, and  office,  station,  and 
warehouse  watchmen.  Sections 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII,  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Long  Island  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  .5,  G, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  I'and  2. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
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Long  Island  Railroad  Co. — Continued. 
Article  X.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  XII.  Section  1.  Parlor  car 
and  club  porters. 

Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 
Article  II.  Section  5.  Janitors  and 
office,  station,  and  warehouse 
watchmen.  Sections  7,  8,  and  9. 
Article  III.  Sections  6 and  8. 
Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co. 
Article  II.  Section  4.  Baggage 
room  employees  (baggage  and 
mail  truckers  only).  Section  5. 
Janitors  and  office,  station,  and 
warehouse  watchmen.  Section 

6.  Station  attendants.  Sections 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Drawbridge  tenders  and  cross- 
ing watchmen.  Section  8. 
Article  VIII,  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XII.  'Section  1.  Tunnel 
watchmen. 

Maine  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Portland  Terminal  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9.  ' 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV,  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Michigan  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sectons  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2 and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Minneapolis  & St.  Louis  Railway  Co. 
Railway  Transfer  Co.  of  the  City  of 
Minneapolis. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI,  Sections  1,  2.  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sault  Ste. 
Marie  Railway  Co. 

Article  III.  Sections  6 and  8. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Minnesota  & International  Railway  Co. 
Big  Fork  & International  Falls  Rail- 
way Co. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 
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Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Riiilway. 

Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway 
of  Texas. 

Wicliita  Falls  & Northwestern  Rail- 
way. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  .5, 
and  6.  Section  7.  Crossing 
watchmen  or  flagmen,  and  lamp 
lighters  and  tenders.  Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  k,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  5.  Station  and 
warehouse  wmtchmen.  Sections 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Crossing  watchmen  and  lamp 
lighters  and  tenders.  Section  8. 

Article  VIII.  Section  3.  Coal  pass- 
ers. 

Monongahela  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis 
Railway. 

Article  II.  Sections  7,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  6.  Section  8. 
Engine  wipers,  ash-pit  men,  flue 
borers,  coal  passers  !( except  those 
coming  under  the  provisions  of 
see.  3 of  Article  VIII,  this  deci- 
sion), and  coal  chute  men. 

Article  IV,  Section  3.  Helpers 
(boiler  washers  only).  Section 
4. 

Article  VIII.  Section  2.  Section  3. 
Coal  passers. 

Article  XIL  Archmen  and  turn- 
table operators. 

New"  York  Central  Railroad  Co, 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Section  4.  Train  and  engine  crew 
callers,  train  announcers,  gate- 
men,  and  baggage  and  parcel 
room  employees.  Sections  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  L,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

New"  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford 
Railroad  Co. 

Central  New  England  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9, 


New"  York,  New^  Haven  & Hartford 
Railroad  Co. — Continued. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  .1,  fi, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  1.  SuxKM'visory 
forces  (hourly  rated  employee.^ 
only).  Sections  2,  3,  and  4, 

Article  VIII,  Sections  1.  2.  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  X.  Sections  2 and  4. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Dining-car 
and  restaurant  employees. 

New  York,  Ontario  & Western  Rail- 
w"ay  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Baggage- 
room  employees  (porters  only). 
Section  5.  .Janitors  and  office, 
station,  and  w"arefi.ouse  w"atcli- 
men.  Sections  7 and  9. 

Artide  III.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Crossing  watchmen  and  lamp 
lighters  and  tenders.  Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Section  3.  Coal  pass- 
ers. 

Norfolk  & Western  RaiHvay  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  9, 

Article  III.  Sections  5,  6,  7,  and  8. 

Northern  Pacific  Railw"ay  Co, 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Northwestern  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Article  III.  Section  6,  Track  la- 
borers {section  laborers,  track 
w^alkers,  extra  gang  laborers, 
and  pitmen  only). 

Oregon-Washington  Railroad  & Navi- 
gation Co. 

Artiele  II.  Section  5.  Janitors  and 
station  and  w-arehouse  watch- 
men. Section  7. 

Article  III.  Sections  6 and  8. 

Article  VIII.  Section  2.  Engine- 
room  oilers  (power  plant  oilers 
oniy)^  Section  3. 

Pennsylvania  system  (including  sub- 
sidiary and  affiliated  lines). 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Section  4.  Train  and  engine 
crew  callers,  train  announcers, 
gatemen,  and  baggage  and  par- 
cel room  employees.  Sections  5, 
6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1.  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Article  IT.  Section  .Y  Janitors,  ele- 
vator operators,  and  station  and 
warehouse  watchmen.  Sections 

7.  8,  and  9. 

Article  III,  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 
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Pero  l?.Iarqn.ette  Railway  CJo. — Contd. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  aud  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  IX.  SectioiiiJ  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Philadelphia  &z  Reailing  Railway  Co. 

Atlantic  City  Railroad  Co. 

Catasauqna  & FogeLsville  Railroad 
Co, 

Chester  & Delaware  River  Railroad 
Co. 

Delaware  River  Ferry  Co.  of  New 
Jersey. 

Gettvsl>urg  & Harrisburg  RaiUvay 
Go. 

Middletown  Sz  Hummelstown  Rail- 
road Co. 

Northeast  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co. 

Perkiomen  Railroad  Co. 

I’hiladelphia  & Chester  "Smalley  Rail- 
road Co. 

Philadelphia,  Newtown  & New  York 
Railroad  Co. 

I*ickeriiig  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Port  Reading  Railroad  Co. 

Reading  & Columbia  Railroad  Co. 

Rupert  & Bloomsburg  Riiilroad  Co. 

Stony  Creek  Raili*oad  Co. 

Tamaqua,  Hazleton  & Northern  Rail- 
road Co. 

Williams  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  S^tions  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  7, 
8,  and  9. 

Ai-ticle  HI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  6.  Section  7.  Crossing  w’atch- 
men,  and  lamplighters  and 
tenders.  Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Drawbridge 
watchmen. 

Pittsburgh  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Co. 

Lake  Erie  & Eastern  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Section  4.  Train  and  engine-crew 
callers,  train  announcers,  gate- 
men,  and  baggage  and  parcel- 
room  employees.  Section  5. 
Section  6.  Office  boys,  messen- 
gers, and  chore  boys.  Section  7. 
Station,  platform,  warehouse, 
transfer,  and  stock  room  freight 
handlers  or  truckers.  Section  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  6.  Section  7.  Pile  driver, 
ditching  and  hoisting  firemen, 
pumper  engineers  and  pumpers, 
crossing  w'atchmen,  and  lamp- 
lighters and  tenders.  Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  1.  Supervisory 
forces  (foremen  and  assistant 
foremen  in  locomotive  and  car 
departments  only).  Sections  3 
and  4. 


Pittsburgh  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Co. — 

Continued. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Section  3.  Boiier  - room  whaler 
tenders. 

. Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3.  and  4. 

Pittsburgh  & West  Virginia  Ralhvay 
Co. 

West  Side  Belt  Railroad  Co. 

Article  IL  Sections  2,  3,  4,  5,  0,  7, 
8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  6.  Section  7.  Ditehiiig  fire- 
men, pumi>er  engineers  and 
pumpers,  crossing  w^atohmen  or 
flagmen,  ajid  lamp  lighters  and 
tenders.  Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3, 

Article  IX.  Sections  1.  2,  3,  and  4. 

Rutland  Railroad. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  HI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

St.  Louis-San  Francisco  RaiUvay  Sys- 
tem (including subsidiary  lines). 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  8,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Lamp  lighters.  Section  8. 

Article  IV,  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  system). 

Article  II.  Sections  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Crossing  flagmen.  Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  4. 

Southern  Pacific  lines  in  Texas  and 
Louisiana. 

Galveston,  Harrisburg  & San  An- 
tonio RaiUvay  Co. 

Houston  & Shreveport  Railroad  Co. 

Houston  & Texas  Central  Railroad 
Co. 

Houston  East  & West  Texas  Rail- 
road Co. 

Iberia  & Vermillion  Railroad  Co. 

Lake  Charles  & Northern  Railroad 
Co. 

Louisiana  Western  Railroad  Co. 

Morgan’s  Louisiana  & Texas  Rail- 
road & Navigation  Co. 

Southern  Pacific  Terminal  Co. 

The  Direct  Navigation  Co. 

Texas  & New"  Orleans  Railroiid  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Train  and 
engine  crew  callers,  train  an- 
nouncers, and  gatemen.  Section 
5.  .Janitors,  elevator  operators, 
and  office,  station,  and  ware- 
house watchmen.  Section  6. 
Office  boys,  messengers,  and 
chore  boys.  Sections  7,  8,  and  9. 
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Southern  Pacific  lines  in  Texas  and 
Louisiana — Continued. 

Article  III.  Section  5.  Mechanics’ 
helpers  (carpenters,  painters, 
and  steel-bridge  gang  helpers 
only).  Secti’on  _6.  Section*  7. 
Drawbridge  tenders  and  cross- 
ing watchmen.  Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  2.  Carmen 
(freight-car  carpenters  and 
painters,  car  repairers,  oilers, 
inspectors,  and  air-brake  repair- 
men only).  Section  3.  Helpers 
(car  repairers’  helpers  only). 
Section  4. 

Article  XII.  Baggage  room  and 
station  porters,  crossing  gate- 
men,  and  roadway  machine 
watchmen. 

Staten  Island  Rapid  Transit  Railway 
Co. 

Article  II.  Section  9.  Station  and 
storehouse  laborers. 

Article  III.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Crossing  watchmen  and  lamp- 
lighters and  tenders.  Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  4. 

Article  VIII.  Section  2.  Stationary 
firemen.  Section  3.  Boiler-room 
water  tenders. 

Article  XII.  Station  talleymen  and 
stockmen. 

Tennessee  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  5.  Janitors, 
office,  station,  and  warehouse 
watchmen,  and  waybill  assort- 
ers.  Sections  6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  6 and  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  3.  Helpers 
(boiler  washers,  carmen,  and 
material  carriers  only).  Sec- 
tion 4. 

Texas  Midland  Railroad. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Train  and 
engine  crew  callers,  and  baggage 
room  employees  (helpers  only). 
Section  5.  Janitors,  and  office, 
station,  and  warehouse  watch- 
men. Sections  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  1.  Bridge  and 
building  foremen.  Section  3. 
Section  4.  Mechanics  (bridge 
and  building  carpenters  only). 
Sections  6 and  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  2.  Carmen. 
Section  3.  Helpers  (carmen  help- 
ers only).  Section  4. 

Article  VII.  Section  1.  Brakemen. 

Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Railway  Co. 

Kanawha  & Michigan  Railway  Co. 

Kanawha  & West  Virginia  Railroad 
Co. 


Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Railway  Co. — 

Continued. 

Zanesville  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Sectiop  4.  Train  and  engine  crew 
callers,  train  announcers,  gate- 
men,  and  baggage  and  parcel 
room  employees.  Sections  5,  0,  7, 
8,  and  9. 

Article  HI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  1.  Section  2. 
Machinists,  boiler  makers,  black- 
smiths, sheet  metal  workers, 
electrical  workers,  and  carmen. 
Sections  3 and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Oregon  Short  Line  Railroad  Co. 

St.  Joseph  & Grand  Island  Railway 
Co. 

Article  II.  Section  5.  Janitors  and 
station  and  w’arehouse  watch- 
men. Sections  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  6 and  8. 

Article  VIII.  Section  2.  Engine- 
room  oilers  (power-plant  oilers 
only).  Section  3. 

Wabash  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  5.  Janitors  and 
office,  station,  and  warehouse 
watchmen.  Sections  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  VIII.  Section  3.  Coal 
passers. 

Western  Maryland  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII,  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Section  2. 

Western  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Train  and 
engine  crew  callers.  Section  5. 
.Janitors  and  office,  station,  and 
warehouse  watchmen.  Sections 
6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  5.  Mechanics’ 
helpers  (bridge  and  building  de- 
partment helpers  only).  Sec- 
tion 6.  Section  7.  Drawbridge 
tenders,  pumpers,  and  crossing 
watchmen.  Section  8, 

Article  IV.  Section  4. 

Article  VIII.  Section  3.  Coal  pass- 
ers. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Extra  gang 
timekeepers. 
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ARTICLE  II. CLERICAL  AND  STATION  FORCES. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or  re- 
ferred to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use  the 
following  schedule  of  decreases  per  hour : 

(Note. — For  clerks  without  previous  experience  hereafter  entering  the 
service  of  a carrier,  rates  of  wages  specified  in  sec.  3 (b),  this  article 
are  hereby  established.) 

Section  1.  Storekeepers,  assistant  storekeepers,  chief  clerks,  foremen,  sub- 
foremen, and  other,  clerical  supervisory  forces,  6 cents. 

Section  2.  («)  Clerks  with  an  experience  of  two  or  more  years  in  railroad 
clerical  work,  or  clerical  work  of  a similar  nature  in  other  industries,  or  where 
their  cumulative  experience  in  such  clerical  work  is  not  less  than  two  years. 
6 cents. 

(b)  Clerks  with  an  experience  of  one  year  and  less  than  two  years  in 
railroad  clerical  work,  or  clerical  work  of  a similar  nature  in  other  indus- 
tries, or  where  their  cumulative  experience  in  such  clerical  work  is  not  less 
than  one  year,  13  cents. 

Section  3.  (a)  Clerks  whose  experience  as  above  defined  is  less  than  one 
year,  Gi  cents. 

(&)  Clerks  without  previous  experience  hereafter  entering  the  service  will 
be  paid  a monthly  salary  at  the  rate  of  $67.50  per  month  for  the  first  six 
months,  and  $77.50  per  month  for  the  second  six  months. 

Section  4.  Train  and  engine  crew  callers,  assistant  station  masters,  train 
announcers,  gatemen,  and  baggage  and  parcel  room  employees  (other  than 
clerks),  10  cents. 

Section  5.  Janitors,  elevator  and  telephone-switchboard  operators,  office, 
station  and  warehouse  watchmen,  and  employees  engaged  in  assorting  way 
bills  and  tickets,  operating  appliances  or  machines  for  perforating,  address- 
ing envelopes,  numbering  claims  and  other  papers,  gathering  and  ditsributing 
mail,  adjusting  dictaphone  cylinders,  and  other  similar  work,  10  cents. 

Section  6.  Office  boys,  messengers,  chore  boys  and  other  employees  under 
18  years  of  age,  filling  smilar  positions,  and  station  attendants,  5 cents. 

Section  7.  Station,  platform,  warehouse,  transfer,  dock,  pier,  storeroom, 
stockroom,  and  team-track  freight  handlers  or  truckers,  and  others  sim- 
ilarly employed,  6 cents. 

Section  8.  The  following  differentials  shall  be  maintained  between  truckers 
and  the  classes  named  below : 

(a)  Sealers,  scalers,  and  fruit  and  perishable  inspectors,  1 cent  per  hour 
above  truckers’  rates  as  established  under  section  7. 

(&)  Stowers  or  stevedores,  callers  or  loaders,  locators  and  coopers,  2 cents 
per  hour  above  truckers’  rates  as  established  under  section  7. 

The  above  shall  not  operate  to  decrease  any  existing  higher  differentials. 

Section  9.  All  common  laborers  in  and  around  stations,  storehouses  and 
warehouses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  8i  cents. 

ARTICLE  III. MAINTENANCE  OF  WAY  AND  STRUCTURAL  AND  UNSKILLED 

FORCES  SPECIFIED. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  emplo^^ees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use 
the  following  schedules  of<lecreases  per  hour: 

Section  1.  Bridge,  building,  painter,  construction,  mason  and  concrete,  water 
supply,  and  plumber  foremen  (except  water  supply  and  plumber  foremen  coming 
under  the  provisions  of  sec.  1 of  Art.  IV,  this  decision ) , 10  cents. 

Section  2.  Assistant  bridge,  building,  painter,  construction,  mason  and  concrete, 
water  supply,  and  plumber  foremen,  and  for  coal  wharf,  coal  chute,  and  fence 
gang  foremen,  pile-driver,  ditching,  and  hoisting  engineers  and  bridge  inspectors 
(except  assistant  water  supply  and  plumber  foremen  coming  under  the  provisions 
of  sec.  1 of  Art.  IV,  this  decision),  10  cents. 

Section  3.  Section,  track  and  maintenance  foremen,  and  assistant  section, 
track  and  maintenance  foremen,  10  cents. 
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Section  4.  Meclianics  in  the  maintenance  of  way  and  bridge  and  l)uilding  de- 
partments (except  those  that  come  under  the  provisions  of  tlie  national  agree- 
ment ^^'ith  the  Federated  Shop  Trades),  10  cents. 

Section  5.  Mechanics’  helpers  in  the  maintenance  of  way  and  ])ridge  tiu<l 
building  departments  (except  those  that  come  under  the  ^^rovi.sions  of  the 
national  agreement  with  the  Federated  Shop  Trades),  7^  cents. 

Section  6.  Track  laborers,  and  all  common  laborers  in  the  maintenance  of  way 
department  and  in  and  around  shops  and  roundhouses,  not  otherwise  y»rovided 
for  herein,  8i  cents. 

Section  7.  Drawbridge  tenders  and  assistants,  pile-driver,  ditching,  and  hoist- 
ing firemen,  pumper  engineers  and  pumpers,  crossing  watchmen  or  flagmen,  and 
lamp  lighters  and  tenders,  cents. 

Section  8.  Laborers  employed  in  and  around  shops  and  roundhouses,  such  as 
engine  watchmen  and  wipers,  fire  builders,  ash-pit  men,  flue  borers,  coal  passers 
(except  those  coming  under  the  provisions  of  sec.  3 of  Art.  VIII,  this  decision), 
coal  chute  men,  etc,,  10  cents. 

ARTICLE  IV. SHOP  EMPLOYEES. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or  re- 
ferred to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use  the 
followii^  schedules  of  decreases  per  hour : 

(Note. — For  car  cleaners  rates  of  wages  fixed  by  a differential  shown  in 
sec.  4,  this  article,  are  hereby  established. ) 

Section  1.  Supervisory  forces,  8 cents. 

Section  2.  Machinists,  boilermakers,  blacksmiths,  sheet-metal  workers,  'elec- 
trical workers,  carmen,  molders,  cupola  tenders  and  coremakers,  including 
those  with  less  than  four  years’  experience,  all  crafts,  8 cents. 

Section  3.  Regular  and  helper  apprentices  and  helpers,  all  classes,  8 cents. 

Section  4.  -Car  cleaners  shall  be  paid  a rate  of  2 cents  per  hour  above  the  rate 
established  in  section  6 of  Article  II,  this  decision,  for  regular  track  laborers 
at  points  where  car  cleaners  are  employed. 

ARTICLE  V. TELEGRAPHERS,  TELEPHONERS,  AND  AGENTS. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in.  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use 
the  following  schedules  of  decreases  per  hour: 

Section  1.  Telegraphers,  telephone  operators  (except  switchboard  operators), 
agents  (except  agents  at  small  nontelegraph  stations  as  referred  to  in  Supple- 
ment No.  13  to  General  Order  No.  27,  Article  IV,  section  c),  agent  telegraphers, 
agent  telephoners,  towermen,  lever  men,  tower  and  train  directors,  block 
operators,  and  staffmen,  6 cents. 

Section  2.  Agents  at  small  nontelegraph  stations  as  referred  to  in  Supple- 
ment No.  13  to  General  Order  No.  27,  Article  IV,  section  (c),  5 cents. 

ARTICLE  VI. ENGINE  SERVICE  EMPLOYEES. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use 
the  following  schedules  of  decreases  per ‘mile,  per  hour,  or  per  day, 
as  the  case  may  be : 


Section  1— PASSENGER  SERVICE- 


Class. 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day. 

Class. 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day. 

Engineers  and  motormen 

.48 

SO.  48 

Helpers  (electric) 

.48 

SO.  48 

Firemen  (coal  or  oiU 

.48 

.48 
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Section  2.— FREIGHT  SERVICE. 


Class. 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day. 

Class. 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day. 

Engineers  (steam,  electric,  or 
other  power) 

• 

.64 

$0.64 

Firemen  (coal  or  oil) 

Helpers  (electric) 

.64 

.64 

$0.64 

.64 

Section  3.— YARD  SERVICE, 


Class. 

Per  hour 
(cents). 

I Class. 

Per  hour 
(cents). 

Engineers ' 

1 8 

Helpers  (electric) 

S 

Firemen  (coal  or  oil) ! 

8 

Section  4.— HOSTLER  SERVICE. 

Class. 

Per  day. 

Class. 

Per  day. 

Outside  hostlers 

Sa64 

1 Helpffl-s 

$0.64 

Inside  hostlers 

.64 

ARTICLE  Vn. TRAIN  SERVICE  EMPLOYTEES. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  emploj^ees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in  connection  with-  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use 
the  following  schedules  of  decreases  per  mile,  per  day,  or  per  month, 
as  the  case  may  be  : 

Section  1.— PASSENGER  SERVICE. 


Class. 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day. 

Per 

month. 

Conductors 

.4 

$0.60 

$18. 00 

Assistant  conductors  or  ticket  collectors 

.4 

.60 

18. 00 

Baggagemen  handling  both  express  and  dynamo 

.4 

.60 

18.00 

Baggagemen  operating  dynamo 

.4 

.60 

18.  00 

Baggagemen  handling  express 

.4 

.60 

18.  00 

Baggagemen 

.4 

.60 

18.  00 

Flagmen  and  brakemen 

.4 

.60 

18.  00 

Section  2.— SUBURBAN  SERVICE  (EXCLUSIVE). 


Class. 


Conductors 

Ticket  collectors 

Guards  x>erfonning  duties  of  brakemen  or  flagmen 


Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day. 

Per 

month. 

.4 

$0.60 

$18.  00 

.4 

.60 

18.00 

.4 

.60 

18.00 

Section  3.— FREIGHT  SERVICE. 


Class. 

Per  mile 
(cents) . 

Per  day. 

Conductors  (through) 

.64 

.64 

.64 

.64 

$0. 64 
.64 
.64 
.64 

Flagmen  and  brakemen  (through) 

Conductors  (local  or  way  freight) 

Flagmen  and  brakemen  (loc^  or  w-ay  freight) 

888 
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Section  4.— YARD  SERVICE. 


Class.  • ' Per  flay. 


Foremen SO.  64 

Helpers .61 

Sv/itchtenders i .64 


ARTICLE  VIII. STATIONARY  ENGINE  ( STEAM  ) 

FLOYEES. 


AND  BOILER  ROOM  EM 


For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or  re- 
ferred to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use  the 
following  schedules  of  decreases  per  hour : 

Section  1.  Stationary  engineers  (steam),  8 cents. 

Section  2.  Stationary  tiremen  and  engine  room  oilers,  8 cents. 

Section  3.  Boiler  room  water  tenders  and  coal  passers,  6 cents. 

ARTICLE  IX. SIGNAL  DEPARTMENT  EMPLOYEES. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use 
the  following  schedules  of  decreases  per  hour : 

Section  1.  Signal  foremen,  assistant  signal  foremen,  and  signal  inspectors,  8 
cents. 

Section  2.  Leading  maintainers,  gang  foremen,  and  leading  signalmen,  8 cents. 

Section  3.  Signalmen,  assistant  signalmen,  signal  maintainers,  and  assistant 
signal  maintainers,  8 cents. 

Section  4.  Helpers,  6 cents. 

ARTICLE  X. FLOxA.TING  EQUIPMENT  EMPLOYEES. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  the 
following  schedules  of  decreased  rates  of  pay  are  established : 


Section  1.— FERRIES. 


Class. 

Per 

month. 

Class. 

Per 

month. 

Captains 

$200 

190 

140 

Firemen  and  oilers  (unlicensed) 

$140 

125 

100 

Eng^inftors 

Deck  hands 

Firemen  and  oilers  (licensed) 

Porters 

Section  2.— TUGS  AND  STEAM  LIGHTERS. 


Class. 

Per 

month. 

Class. 

Per 

month. 

Captains 

$200 

130 

130 

125 

125 

1 

Engineers 

$190 

140 

140 

125 

Mates  and  first  deck  hands  (licensed) 

First  deck  hands  (unlicensed) 

Second  deck  hands  

Firemen  and  oilers  (licensed) 

Firemen  and  oilers  (unlicensed) 

Bridgemen 

Floatmen  and  float  watchmen 
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Section  3.— LIGHTERS  AND  BARGES. 


Class. 

Per 

month. 

1 Class. 

Per 

month. 

Captains,  steam  hoist,  single  drum 

Engineers,  steam  hoist,  single  drum 

Captains,  steam  hoist,  double  drum 

Engineers,  steam  hoist,  double  drum 

Captains,  derricks,  under  30-ton  hoist 

S135 
145 
140 
150 
140  1 
150 

Captains,  derricks,  30-ton  hoist  and  over.. . 
Engineers. derricks, 30- ton  hoist  and  over.. 

Mates,  derricks 

Captains,  hand  winch  lighters  and  covered 
barges 

$150 

160 

100 

130 

Engineers;  derricks,  under  30-ton  hoist 

Section  4.— LIGHTERS  AND  BARGES. 


Class. 

Per 

month. 

Class. 

Per 

month. 

Captains,  hand  hoist  barges,  covered 
lighters 

S120 

Captains,  steam  hoist,  double  drum 

Engineers,  steam  hoist,  single  drum . . . 

$130 

135 

Captains,  steam  hoist,  single  drum 

12-5 

Engineers,  steam  hoist,  double  drum 

140 

ARTICLE  XI. OTHER  SUPERVISORY  FORCES. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  emplo3^ees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  this  decision, 
use  the  following  schedules  of  decreases  per  hour : 

Section  1.  Train  dispatches,  8 cents. 

Section  2.  Yardmasters  and  assistant  yardinasters,  8 cents. 

ARTICLE  XII. MISCELHVNEOUS  EMPLOYEES. 

For  the  miscellaneous  classes  of  supervisors  and  employeesi  not 
specifically  listed  under  any  article,  named  in  connection  with  a 
carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use  the  following  rule  for  making 
decreases : 

Section  1.  For  miscellaneous  classes  of  supervisors  and  employees  in  the 
hereinbefore-named  departments  properly  before  the  Labor  Board  and  named 
in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  deduct  an  amount  equal 
to  the  decreases  made  for  the  respective  classes  to  which  the  miscellaneous 
classes  herein  referred  to  are  analogous. 

Section  2.  The  intent  of  this  article  is  to  extend  this  decision  to  certain 
miscellaneous  classes  of  supervisors  and  employees  submitted  by  the  carriers, 
not  specifically  listed  under  any  section  in  the  classified  schedules  of  de>- 
creases,  and  authorize  decreases  for  such  employees  in  the  same  amounts  as 
provided  in  the  schedules  of  decreases  for  analogous  service. 

ARTLCLE  XIII. GENERAL  APPLICATION. 

The  general  regulations  governing  the  application  of  this  de- 
cision are  as  follows : 

Section  1.  The  provisions  of  this  decision  will  not  apply  in  cases  where 
amounts  less  than  $30  per  month  are  paid  to  individuals  for  special  service 
which  takes  only  a part  of  their  time  from  outside  employment  or  business. 

Section  2.  Decreases  specified  in  this  decision  are  to  be  deducted  on  the 
following  basis: 

.(a)  For  employees  paid  by  the  hour,  deduct  the  hourly  decrease  from  the 
hourly  rate. 

(&)  For  employees  paid  by  the  day,  deduct  8 times  the  hourly  decrease  from 
the  daily  rate. 
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{a)  For  employees  paid  by  tlie  month,  deduct  204  limes  the  hourly  decrease 
from  the  monthly  rate. 

Section  3.  The  decreases  in  wages  and  the  rates  hereby  established  shall 
be  incorporated  in  and  become  a part  of  existing  agreements  or  schedules,  or 
future  negotiated  agreements  or  schedules,  and  shall  remain  in  effect  until 
or  unless  changed  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 

Section  4.  It  is  nor  intended  in  this  decision  to  include  or  make  decrea.ses 
in  wages  for  any  officials  of  the  caiTiers  affected  except' that  class  designated 
in  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  as  subordinate  officials,”  and  who  are  in- 
cluded in  the  Act  as  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Board.  'J'he  Act  provides 
that  the  term  “ subordinate  officials  ” includes  officials  of  carriers  of  such 
class  or  rank  as  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  shall  designate  by  regu- 
lation duly  formulated  and  issued.  Hence,  whenever  in  this  decision  words 
are  used,  such  as  “ foremen,”  “ supervisors,”  etc.,  which  may  apply  to  officials, 
such  words  are  intended  to  apply  to  only  such  classes  of  subordinate  officials 
as  are  now  or  may  hereafter  be  defined  and  classified  by  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  as  “ subordinate  officials  ” within  the  meaning  of  the 
Transportation  Act,  1920, 

ARTICLE  XIV. INTERPRETATION  OF  THIS  DECISION. 

Should  3b  dispute  arise  between  the  management  and  the  em- 
ployees of  any  of  the  carriers  as  to  the  meaning  or  intent  of  this  de- 
cision, which  can  not  he  decided  in  conference  between  the  parties 
directly  interested,  such  dispute  shall  be  referred  to  the  United 
States  Railroad  Labor  Board  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  Trans- 
portation Act,  1920. 

Section  1.  All  such  disputes  shall  be  presented  in  a concrete  and  joint 
signed  statement  setting  forth : 

(a)  The  article  of  this  decision  involved. 

(&)  The  facts  in  the  case. 

(c)  The  position  of  the  employees. 

( d ) The  position  of  the  management  thereon. 

Where  supporting  documentary  evidence  is  used  it  shall  be  attached  to  the 
application  for  decision  in  the  form  of  exhibits. 

' Section  2.  Such  presentations  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  who  shall  place  same  before  the  Labor 
Board  for  final  disposition. 


DECISION  NO.  148.— DOCKET  360. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  S,  1921. 

Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers; 
Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Engineraen;  Order  of  Railway 
Conductors;  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen. 

This  decision  is  on  a dispute  between  the  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Rail- 
road Co.  and  its  employees  in  train,  engine,  and  yard  service. 

The  facts  and  the  contentions  of  the  respective  parties  have  been 
summarized  by  the  Labor  Board  as  follows: 

Statement. — On  July  31,  1920,  the  carrier  notified  the  representa- 
tives of  its  train,  engine,  and  yard  service  employees  that  it  could 
not  accept  the  then  existing  schedules  of  wages  governing  their  rates 
of  pay  and  conditions  of  service,  and  served  on  them  formal  30-day 
notice  to  abrogate  or  revise  the  schedules  of  wages. 

Subsequently,  at  request  of  the  carrier,  a number  of  conferences 
were  held  with  its  employees,  but  they  failed  to  I'each  a decision. 
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The  representatives  of  the  employees  then  requested  that  the  officers 
of  the  organizations  to  which  they  belonged  be  called  in  and  that 
further  conference  be  held  between  the  carrier,  its  employees,  and 
the  officers  of  the  organizations.  This  conference  was  held  on  March 
18,  1921,  at  which  changes  in  the  schedule  of  wages  as  proposed  by 
the  carrier  were  further  considered.  The  parties  concerned  failed 
to  reach  an  agreement  in  this  conference,  and  the  representatives  of 
the  em.ployees  declined  to  make  a joint  submission  of  the  dispute  to 
the  United  States  Eailroad  Labor  Board,  which  resulted  in  the 
carrier  making  an  ex  parte  submission  to  the  Labor  Board  under 
date  of  March  21,  1921. 

On  April  30,  1921,  the  Labor  Board  decided  to  separate  the  ques- 
tion of  revision  of  schedules  of  wages  on  the  Denver  & Salt  Lake 
Eailroad  from  Docket  No.  353,  and  directed  that  the  question  of 
revision  of  schedules  be  referred  to  the  supervisor  of  dockets  for 
numbering,  that  hearing  by  Bureau  No.  3 be  set  for  2 p.  m.,  Wednes- 
day, May  4,  1921,  and  that  the  parties  concerned  be  notified. 

Bureau  No.  3 commenced  the  hearing  of  the  case  at  the  time  men- 
tioned, which  hearing  was  completed  on  May  5,  1921,  and  at  which 
hearing,  upon  request  of  the  representatives  of  the  employees,  the 
receiver  of  the  Denver  & Sait  Lake  Eailroad  Co.  furnished  copies  of 
the  verbatim  report  of  the  proceedings  of  conference  had  between 
the  carrier  and  the  employees  on  March  18,  1921,  to  the  representa- 
tives of  the  employees. 

Bailroad^s  'position. — The  representatives  of  the  carrier  stated  that 
by  reason  of  the  conditions  existing  on  the  Denver  Salt  Lake  Eail- 
road, including  its  inability  to  earn  actual  operating  expenses,  that 
it  was  necessary  to  modify  the  schedule  of  wages  substantially  as 
they  proposed,  if  the  operation  of  this  railroad  which  serves  an  ex- 
tensive coal  field  and  agricultural  district  is  to  continue. 

Emplo'yees’’  position. — The  employees  object  to  any  reduction  in 
rates  of  pay  or  changes  in  rules  or  working  conditions  that  would 
tend  to  reduce  their  compensation,  holding  that  the  extra  hazardous 
nature  of  the  service  on  the  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Eailroad  is  far 
greater  than  on  any  other  American  railroad,  owing  to  extreme  ele- 
vation, excessive  grades  and  sharp  curves,  this  being  particularly 
true  of  the  first  district,  Denver  to  Tabernash;  further,  that  there 
has  been  no  appreciable  reduction  in  living  costs  of  employees,  but 
to  the  contrary  there  has  been  some  increase. 

Decision. — After  carefully  considering  all  facts  in  connection  with 
this  case  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  this  carrier  having  been  a 
party  to  the  general  hearing  beginning  April  18,  1921,  involving 
wage  reductions,  the  decreases  authorized  by  decision  No.  147 
(Docket  353),  effective  July  1,  1921,  will  apply. 

As  to  rules,  the  Board  directs  the  representatives  of  the  carrier 
and  the  employees  to  confer  and  decide  so  much  of  this  dispute  as 
may  be  possible,  referring  back  to  the  Board  the  unsettled  rules,  if 
any,  as  soon  as  possible  after  July  1,  1921,  the  Labor  Board  will 
promulgate  such  rules  as  it  determines  to  be  just  and  reasonable  to 
cover  any  working  conditions  regarding  which  the  parties  may  have 
failed  of  agreement,  such  rules  to  be  made  effective  as  of  July  1, 1921. 
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DECISION  NO.  149.— DOCKET  330. 

Cliicayo,  III.,  June  3,  1921. 

Petition  of  St.  Louis-Southwestern  Railway  Co.  and  St.  Louis- Southwestern 
Railway  Co.  of  Texas  for  rehearing  on  Docket  330,  Decision  No.  120. 

Question. — Application  of  St.  Louis-Southwestern  Eailway  Co. 
et  al.  for  rehearing  on  Docket  330,  Decision  No.  120. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board,  after  due  consideration  of  the 
motion  of  the  St.  Louis-Southwestern  Railway  Co.  et  al.  for  a re- 
hearing of  the  dispute  herein,  overrules  said  motion  and  declines 
to  reopen  said  case. 


DECISION  NO.  150.— DOCKET  81. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Brooklyn  Eastern  District  Terminal. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  James  J.  Lynch,  fore- 
man, Queensboro  station,  dismissed  from  Ihe  service  May  11,  1920. 

Decision. — Basing  this  decision  on  the  evidence  before  it,  includ- 
ing the  proceedings  of  hearing  and  investigation  conducted  at  New 
York  on  March  18,  1921,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  request  of  the 
employees  for  the  reinstatement  of  James  J.  Lynch  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  151.— DOCKET  163. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  3,  1921. 

Railway  Express  Drivers,  Cliauffeurs  and  Conductors  (Local  No.  720)  v. 
American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Reinstatement  of  A.  O.  Luth,  wagon  conductor,  Chi- 
cago, 111.,  dismissed  September  17,  1920. 

Decision. — Basing  its  decision  on  the  evidence  before  it,  includ- 
ing proceedings  of  hearing  on  February  24,  the  Labor  Board  decides 
that  request  for  the  reinstatement  of  employee  in  question  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  152,— DOCKET  192. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  3,  1921. 

American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Chicago,  Burlington  & Quincy 

Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Proper  rate  of  pay  for  position  of  dispatcher  at  St. 
Joseph,  Mo. 

Statement. — In  October,  1918,  under  an  order  of  the  United 
States  Railroad  Administration,  the  rate  for  the  position  in  ques- 
tion was  established  at  $225  per  month,  and  on  April  7,  1919,  under 
a readjustment  of  rates  incident  to  reorganization  of  the  force,  the 
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rate  was  reduced  to  $210  per  month.  The  present  rate  for  the  posi- 
tion was  established  by  adding  to  the  rate  in  effect  at  the  termina- 
tion of  Federal  control  the  increase  specified  in  section  1,  Article 
XI,  of  Decision  No.  2. 

D ecision.—T\\Q  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  method  set  out  in 
Interpretation  Xo.  2 to  Decision  Xo.  2 clearly  outlines  the  intent 
of  Decision  Xo.  2 in  applying  the  increases  specified  in  that  deci- 
sion, and  should  govern  in  this  dispute. 


DECISION  NO.  153.— DOCKET  ^0. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  7,  1921. 

Railway  Employees^  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts)  v. 

The  Texas  & Pacific  Railway. 

Question. — The  parties  in  this  case  undertook  to  proceed,  .under 
the  directions  of  Decision  Xo.  119,  with  the  negotiation  of  an  agree- 
ment as  to  rules  and  working  conditions.  At  the  outset  the  question 
arose  between  the  parties  as  to  whether  an  agreement  should  be 
made  with  each  of  the  six  shop  crafts  or  with  the  Federated  Shop 
Crafts  representing  said  six  crafts. 

Statement. — The  carrier  contends  that  it  had  the  right  to  insist 
that  a separate  agreement  should  be  made  with  each  of  said  crafts. 
The  employees  contend  that  the  agreement  should  be  a joint  one, 
covering  the  rules  and  working  conditions  for  all  six  crafts,  and 
that  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  should  conduct  the  negotiations  for 
said  agreement. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  work  of  the  six 
shop  crafts  and  the  conditions  under  which  it  is  performed  are  so 
similar  in  their  main  characteristics  as  to  make  it  practicable  and 
economical  to  treat  said  crafts  as  constituting  such  an  organization 
or  class  of  employees  as  is  contemplated  in  the  Transportation  Act, 
1920,  and  in  Decision  Xo.  119  of  the  Labor  Board  for  the  purpose 
in  question,  and  that  said  six  shop  crafts  may  negotiate  and  enter 
into  said  agTeement  jointly  through  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  if 
they  so  elect,  provided  said  system  federation  represents  a majority 
of  each  craft  or  class. 


DECISION  NO.  154.— DOCKET  379. 


Chicago,  III.,  June  9,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railroad. 

Question. — The  question  as  stated  in  the  joint  submission  is,  has 
the  system  federation  the  right  to  insist  under  Decision  Xo.  119  upon 
one  agreement  to  cover  employees  when  they  represent  in  the  follow- 
ing departments:  Maintenance  of  equipment,  maintenance  of  way 
and  structures,  and  maintenance  of  signals  and  telegraph. 

Statement. — This  dispute  is  presented  by  joint  statement  signed 
by  authorized  representatives  of  the  carrier  and  employees,  and  the 
facts  under  wdiich  the  contention  arose  are — 
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In  compliance  witli  Decision  Xo.  119  of  tlie  Labot  Boarcl  tbe  car- 
rier designated  and  authorized  representatives  to  confer  with  the 
representatives  of  the  organizations  of  employees  and  decide  so  far 
as  possible  upon  agreements  covering  rules  and  working  conditions 
of  the  various  classes  of  employees.  The  representatives  of  the  em- 
ployees were  notified  that  the  carrier’s  representatives  were  prepared 
to  negotiate  the  following  agreements : 

1.  Agreement  covering  maintenance  of  equipment  deitfirtment.  applying  to 
all  machinists,  boilermakers,  blacksmiths,  sheet-metal  workers,  electrical  work- 
ers, and  carmen  in  that  department,  and  to  their  respective  apprentices  and 
helpers. 

2.  Agreement  covering  maintenance  of  way  department,  applying  to  all  em- 
ployees in  that  department  assigned  to  bridge  ami  building  work,  water-service 
work,  scale  work,  and  track  and  roadway  work. 

3.  Agreement  covering  signal  and  telegraph  departments,  applying  to  all 
employees  in  tliose  departments  assigned  to  con.struction,  maintenance  and 
repair  of  signals,  interlocking  crossing-protection  devices,  train  control,  and 
telegraph  and  telephone  facilities. 

The  representatives  of  the  maintenance  of  equipment  department 
advised  that  they  were  prepared  to  proceed  with  negotiations,  but 
insisted  that  there  should  be  included  in  one  agreement  the  rules 
and  working  conditions  for  all  members  of  their  crafts,  whether  em- 
ployed in  the  maintenance  of  equipment,  maintenance  of  way  and 
structures,  or  maintenance  of  signals  and  telegraph  departments. 

The  carrier’s  position  is  that  under  the  law  and  Decision  No.  119 
of  the  Labor  Board  it  has  the  right  to  insist  upon  separate  contracts 
as  above  stated. 

The  employees’  position  is  that  they  have  a right  to  insist  on  one 
joint  agreement  covering  all  the  members  of  their  several  classes  in- 
cluded in  the  system  organization. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  agreement  between 
the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  and  the  carrier  shall,  if  said  federation 
so  elects,  cover  and  apply  to  all  employees  comprised  in  said  class 
or  crafts  emplo5"ed  in  the  maintenance  of  way  department  and  the 
signal  and  telegraph  dep?vrtment,  as  well  as  the  maintenance  of  equip- 
ment departments;  provided,  this  decision  shall  not  operate  to  pre- 
vent the  negotiation  of  such  special  rules  for  said  maintenance  of 
way  and  signal  and  telegraph  departments  as  are  necessary  for  the 
economical  operation  of  said  departments  and  are  peculiarly  appli- 
cable to  the  nature  of  the  work  and  the  conditions  surrounding  it  in  j 
said  departments  as  distinguished  from  the  more  highly  specialized  ’ 
work  of  the  maintenance  of  equipment  department. 


DECISION  NO.  155.—DOCKET  381. 


Chicago,  TIL,  June  9,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v.^ 
Chicago,  Burlington  & Quincy  Railroad. 

Question. — Has  a system  federation,  which  has  the  proper  author-! 
ity,  the  right  under  Decision  No.  119  to  negotiate  one  agreement  to| 
cover  all  men  they  represent  employed  by  a carrier,  ixigardless  of  the  j 
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department  in  which  the  employees  are  working,  and  shall  the  car- 
rier negotiate  such  an  agreement  with  the  system  federation? 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  agreement  between 
the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  and  the  carrier  shall,  if  said  federation 
so  elects,  cover  and  apply  to  all  employees  comprised  in  said  class  or 
crafts;  provided,  this  decision  shall  not  operate  to  prevent  the 
negotiation  of  such  special  rules  for  employees  represented  in  other 
departments  as  are  necessary  for  the  economical  operation  of  such 
departments  and  are  peculiarly  applicable  to  the  nature  of  the  wmrk 
and  the  conditions  surrounding  it  in  said  other  departments  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  more  highly  specialized  work  of  the  maintenance 
of  equipment  department. 


DECISION  NO.  156.— DOCKET  108. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  14,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Is  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  applicable  to  positions  of  baggage  and  mail 
handlers  in  the  service  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  at 
Kensett,  Ark.  ? 

Statement. — The  employees  in  question,  two  baggagemen  and  two 
mailmen,  are  being  paid  under  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of 
the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Han- 
dlers, Express  and  Station  Employees  which  provides  for  a monthly 
rate  to  cover  all  service  rendered.  In  the  joint  statement  submitted 
in  this  case,  it  is  stated  that  these  employees,  with  the  exception  of 
one,  are  assigned  to  eight  consecutive  hours  of  service,  exclusive  of 
meal  hour,  and  one  to  a continuous  assignment  of  eight  hours  with 
no  allowance  for  meals. 

The  employees  contend  that  rule  49  does  not  apply  to  these  em- 
ployees, but  that  they  should  be  paid  on  a daily  basis  as  provided  for 
in  rules  57,  64,  65,  and  66  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

The  carrier  states  that  these  employees  have  a regular  assignment 
the  same  as  other  employees  on  the  railroad  whose  service  begins  and 
terminates  at  a designated  hour,  that  such  service  for  the  day  is  in- 
termittent and  does  not  require  continuous  application,  and  contends 
that  they  are  being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  in  rule  49. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  by  these  employees  does  not  require  continuous 
application.  The  Board,  therefore,  decides  that  the  baggage  and  mail 
handlers  in  the  service  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Oo.  at  Ken- 
sett, Ark.,  are  being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  rule  49 
of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steam- 
ship Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees, 
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DECISION  NO.  157.— DOCKET  109. 

Chicuyo,  111.,  June  Vi,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Is  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  with  the  Brother- 
hood of  Bailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  applicable  to  position  of  gatemen  employed 
in  the  Union  Station,  Little  Rock,  Ark.  ? 

Statement. — There  are  four  gatemen  involved  in  this  dispute. 
They  are  assigned  to  eight  consecutive  hours’  continuous  service 
without  meal  period  per  day  (no  meal  period  being  allowed),  and 
are  engaged  in  the  direction  of  passengers  and  the  inspection  of 
their  transportation  preparatory  to  boarding  trains.  During  the  in- 
terval between  the  arrival  and  departure  of  trains,  no  duties  are  as- 
signed them,  and  there  are  periods  of  the  day  wlien  they  are  not 
actually  performing  service. 

The  employees  contend  that  these  gatemen  should  be  paid  in  ac- 
cordance with  rules  57,  64,  65,  and  66  of  the  clerks’  national  agree- 
ment. 

The  carrier  states  that  they  are  assigned  to  eight  hours’  serUce  per 
day;  that  is,  they  have  a time  set  to  report  for  duty  and  a special 
time  at  which  their  services  for  the  day  are  terminated,  that  their 
work  is  intermittent  and  does  not  require  continuous  application,  and- 
contends  that  they  are  being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established’ 
b}^  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees. 

Be&ision.- — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  by  these  employees  does  not  require  continuous 
application.  The  Board,  therefore,  decides  that  the  gatemen  in  the 
service  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  at  Little  Rock,  Ark.,  are 
being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  rule  49  of  the  national 
agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Raihvay  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 


DECISION  NO.  158.— DOCKET  115. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  1^,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Is  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  with  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  applicable  to  the  position  of  train-crew 
caller  at  Paragould,  Ark.  ? 

Statement. — The  employee  in  question  works  an  assignment  of 
eight  hours  extending  from  7 a.  m.  to  5 p.  m.,  less  one  hour  for  meals, 
and  his  duties  consist  of  the  calling  of  crews  as  instructed  by  the 
yardmaster.  His  position  is  classified  and  paid  in  accordance  with 
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rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Eaihvay  and 
Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
jiloyees. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  incumbent  of  this  position  is  re- 
quired to  be  on  duty  continuously  eight  hours  exclusive  of  the  meal 
period,  and  is,  therefore,  properly  classified  and  paid  under  rules 
57,64,  65,  and  66  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of 
Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlei*s,  Express  and  Sta- 
tion Employees. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  actual  work  of  the  position  averages 
from  two  to  five  hours  per  day  and  the  balance  of  the  time  is  spent 
at  the  yard  office  or  awa}^  from  the  property  with  the  knowledge  and 
permission  of  the  yardmaster,  that  his  work  is  not  only  intermittent 
but  does  not  require  continuous  application  and  is,  tlierefore,  prop- 
erly paid  under  rule  49. 

Decision, — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  by  these  employees  does  not  require  continuous 
application.  The  Board  therefore  decides  that  the  train-crew 
caller  in  the  service  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  at  Para- 
gould.  Ark.,  is  being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  rule 
49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and 
Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees. 


DECISION  NO.  159.— DOCKET  116. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  l.'f,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Is  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  Avith  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  applicable  to  position  of  janitor  in  the  super- 
intendent’s office  at  Fall  City,  Nebr.  ? 

Statement. — Janitor  in  the  superintendent’s  office.  Fall  City,  Xebr., 
is  classified  and  paid  a monthly  salary  to  coxev  all  services  rendered 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  rule  49,  national  agreement  of 
the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Flan- 
dlers.  Express  and  Station  Employees.  The  Avork  consists  of  gen- 
eral janitor  Avork,  sorting  and  deliA^ering  mail  to  A^arious  offices,  and 
other  related  Avork. 

The  employees  contend  that  rule  49  does  not  apply  to  the  employee 
in  question,  as  he  is  assigned  to  8 consecutive  hours  of  service,  Avith 
20  minutes  for  meals;  that  the  duties  of  his  position  are  not  inter- 
mittent, and  that  they  require  continuous  application;  furthermore, 
that  he  is  required  to  remain  on  duty  for  his  entire  assignment  and 
is  at  no  time  relieA^ed,  and  should,  therefore,  be  paid  in  accordance 
with  rules  57,  64,  65,  and  66  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  employee  in  question  has  a regular  as- 
signment the  same  as  other  employees  on  the  railroad  who  haA^e  a 
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time  set  to  report  for  duty  and  a designated  hour  at  which  tlieir  .-^rv- 
ices  for  the  day  are  terminated;  that  his  service  is  intermittent,  ar 
not  requiring  continuous  ap]dication.  inasmuch  as  there  are  wriods 

of  the  day  when  he  is  not  actually  working,  and  contends  that  he  is 
properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  rule  49. 

Decisio't'h, — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  by  this  employee  does  not  require  continuous  ap- 
plication. The  board  therefore  decides  that  the  janitor  in  the  seiw- 
ioe  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Bailroad  Co.  at  Fall  City,  Xei^r.,  is  being 
properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  rule  49  of  the  national  agree- 
ment of  the  Brotherhood  of  Eailv/ay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 


DECISION  NO.  160.— DOCKET  134. 

Chk-ago,  III,  June  .V/,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  SteaiTiship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Jacksonville  Terminal  Co. 

Question. — Does  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Kailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  apply  to  position  of  chief  gateman  and  gate- 
men  at  Jacksonville,  Fla.? 

Statement. — This  dispute  involves  the  classification  and  rate  of 
pay  of  positions  of  chief  gateman  and  gatcmen  at  Jacksonville  Ter- 
minal, who  were,  prior  to  January  1,  1920,  paid  on  a monthl3^  basis. 
Subsequent  to  that  date  the}^  have  been  paid  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood 
of  Kailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Flandlers,  Express  and 
Station  Emplo^^ees. 

The  emplo^xes  contend  that  the  incumbents  of  the  position  in  ques- 
tion are  assigned  to  duty  for  8 consecutive  hours  without  leaving  the 
terminal;  that  their  service  is  not  intermittent;  and  that  the}’"  are 
not  properly  classified  and  paid  under  rule  49. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  service  requires  two  shifts  of  8 hours 
each  to  cover  the  period  from  T a.  m.  to  11  p.  m.,  making  two  tours 
of  8 hours  each,  without  meal  period  (the  station  being  closed  from 
11  p.  m.  to  7 a.  m.)  ; that  it  does  not  require  continuous  application; 
and  that  the  employees  are  now  properly  classified  and  paid. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  by  these  emplo^^ees  does  not  require  continuous  ap- 
plication. The  Board  therefore  decides  that  the  chief  gateman  and 
gaternen  in  the  service  of  the  Jacksonville  Terminal  Co.  at  Jaclison- 
vilie,  Fla.,  are  being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  rule 
49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Kailwa^"  and 
Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees. 
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DECISION  NO.  161.— DOCKET  196. 
niiruffo,  in.,  June  I'j.  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Is  rule  19  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Hallway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  F reight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  applicable  to  baggagemen  at  Hot  Springs, 
Ark.  ? 

tStatemsat. — There  are  employed  at  Hot  Springs,  Ark,,  two  bag- 
gagemen whose  duties  consist  of  checking  baggage  which  is  loaded 
and  unloaded  from  ti-ains  arriving  at  and  departing  from  stations, 
preparing  storage  charges,  and  making  required  baggage  reports, 
handling  the  cash,  delivering  and  checking  parcels  and  handling 
correspondence  and  messages  in  connection  with  the  operation  of 
the  baggage  room. 

The  empio3ees  contend  that  one  baggageman  is  assigned  to  8 
hours  and  one  to  10  hours  and  15  minutes  of  consecutive  service  dur- 
ing which  time  the\’  are  required  to  remain  on  duty  continuouvsly ; 
that  their  service  is  not  intermittent ; that  it  requires  continuous 
application,  and  the  positions  should,  therefore,  be  paid  under  the 
provisions  of  rules  57,  64,  65,  and  66  of  the  national  agreement  of 
the  Brotherhood  of  Hallway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Hand- 
lers, Express  and  Station  Employees. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  baggagemen  in  question  have  a regular 
reporting  time  and  are  relieved  from  duty  at  a designated  hour, 
but  that  the}^  are  not  actuall}^  working  during  the  entire  period  of 
their  assignment,  and  contends  that  their  service  is  intermittent, 
that  it  does  not  require  continuous  application  and  that  the  em- 
plo^’ees  are,  therefore,  properly  classified  and  paid  under  the  basis 
established  by  rule  49  of  the  national  agreem.ent  with  the  Brother- 
hood of  Hailwa}^  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Emplo^^ees. 

Decision. — The  evidence  befoi’e  the  Labor  Board  slmws  that  the 
service  performed  by  these  emplo^^ees  does  not  require  continuous 
application.  The  Board,  therefore,  decides  that  the  baggagemen  in 
the  service  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  at  Hot  Springs,  Ark., 
are  being  proper!}^  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  rule  49  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 


DECISION  NO,  162.— DOCKET  197. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  Ui,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Does  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway"  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Emplo^’ees  apply  to  the  position  of  baggagemen  at  Au- 
burn, Nebr.? 
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Statement. — There  are  two  baggagemen  involved  in  this  dispute, 
one  vvmrking  days  and  one  working  nights.  Their  duties  consist  of 
checking  and  delivering  baggage,  applying  storage  checks,  and  col- 
lecting and  sorting  railroad  and  United  States  mail.  These  positions 
are  classified  and  paid  under  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of 
the  Brotherhood  of  Eailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Han- 
dlers, Express  and  Station  Employees. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  positions  are  not  properly  paid 
under  rule  49  as  the  incumbents  are  working  continuous  assignment 
of  eight  hours  exclusive  of  the  meal  period ; that  their  service  is  not 
intermittent;  that  it  requires  continuous  application  and  should, 
therefore,  be  paid  in  accordance  with  rules  57,  64,  65,  and  66  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Kailway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  baggagemen  in  question  have  a regular 
time  to  report  for  duty  and  are  ordinarily  relieved  from  duty  at  a 
designated  time,  but  there  are  times  during  the  tour  of  duty  when 
they  are  not  actually  performing  service,  ahd  contends  that  the 
service  is  intermittent,  that  it  does  not  require  continuous  applica- 
tion, and  that  it  is  properly  classified  and  paid  in  accordance  with 
rule  49  of  the  national  agi-eement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Kail  way 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  by  these  employees  does  not  require  continuous 
application.  The  Board,  therefore,  decides  that  the  Baggagemen 
in  the  service  of  the  Misouri  Pacific  Kailroad  Co.  at  Auburn,  Nebr., 
are  being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  Kuie  49  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 


DECISION  NO.  163.— DOCKET  199. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  IJf,  1921 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Is  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
nood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  properly  applicable  to  the  position  of  ware- 
houseman at  Dexter,  Mo.  ? 

Statement. — The  employee  in  question  is  designated  on  the  pay 
roll  under  the  title  of  warehouseman,  and  is  paid  a monthly  salary 
to  cover  all  service  performed  under  the  provisions  of  rule  49  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 

The  employees  contend  that  this  position  is  not  of  an  intermittent 
character,  that  the  duties  require  continuous  application,  and  that 
rule  49  is  not  properly  applicable  to  any  employee  who  is  regularly 
assigned  to  eight  consecutive  hours  of  service. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  employee  in  question  reports  for  duty 
at  7 a.  m.  and  is  relieved  from  service  at  4 p,  m.,  and  that  his  duties 


DECISIONS. 


165 


consist  of  delivering  mail  to  the  post  office,  handling  and  checking 
an  occasional  piece  of  baggage  or  merchandise,  sweeping  out  the 
station,  and  performing  other  work  similar  to  that  required  of 
station  helpers  at  local  station,  and  contends  that  the  service  is  inter- 
mittent, that  it  does  not  require  continuous  application  and  is,  there- 
fore, properly  paid  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  rule  49  of 
the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Eailway  and  Steam- 
ship Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  by  this  employee  does  not  require  continuous 
application.  The  Board,  therefore,  decides  that  the  warehouseman 
in  the  service  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Eailroad  Co.,  at  Dexter,  Mo., 
is  being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  rule  49  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Bailway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 


DECISION  NO.  164.— DOCKET  200. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  I 't,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missour’  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Is  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotner- 
hood  of  Kailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  properly  applicable  to  the  position  of  bag- 
gageman at  Yates  Center,  Kans.? 

Statement. — At  the  station  above  mentioned  there  is  an  employee 
'classified  on  the  pay  roll  as  baggageman-janitor  who  is  paid  a 
monthly  rate  to  cover  all  services  rendered  under  the  provisions  of 
rule  49  of ‘the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Kailway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees. 

The  employees  contend  that  there  is  no  period  of  the  tour  of  duty 
during  which  employee  in  question  is  released,  that  his  service  is  not 
intermittent,  that  it  requires  continuous  application,  and  should  be 
paid  on  a daily  basis  as  provided  in  rules  57,  64,  65,  and  66  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Kailway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  employee  in  question  is  assigned  to  worK 
eight  consecutive  hours,  exclusive  of  the  meal  period,  reports  for 
duty  at  a regular  reporting  time  and  is  relieved  from  duty  at  a desig-. 
nated  time,  and  contends  that  there  are  periods  of  the  day  when  he 
is  not  actually  performing  service,  that  the  service  is  intermittent, 
that  it  does  not  require  continuous  application,  and  that  it  is  properly 
paid  under  the  provisions  of  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the 
Brotherhood  of  Kailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  by  this  employee  does  not  require  continuous  ap- 
plication. The  Board  therefore  decides  that  the  baggageman  in  the 
service  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Kailroad  Co.  at  Yates  Center,  Kans., 
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is  being’  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  mh*  4D  of  the 
national  agTeement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Kailway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employ ee.'<. 


DECISION  NO.  .165.— DOCKET  201. 

ClHCdijo,  in.,  June  Vj,  W'21. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Is  rule  49  of  the  national  agTeement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  properly  applicable  to  the  positions  of  bag- 
gagemen at  Pine  Bluff,  Ark.  ? 

Statement . — There  is  einplo3’ed  b}^  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad 
Co.  at  Pine  Bluff,  Ark.,  a day  and  a night  baggageman,  who  are  paid 
a monthly  rate  to  cover  all  services  rendered  under  ride  49  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Raihvay  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Flaiidlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 

The  employees  contend  that  these  men  are  required  to  be  on  duty 
coiitinuoush^  eight  hours,  exclusive  of  the  meal  period,  and  that 
while  there  are  times  when  the^^  are  not  bus^q  nevertheless  thev  are 
at  all  times  held  responsible  for  the  baggage  room  and  at  no  time 
permitted  to  leave  the  premises  of  the  railroad,  and  should,  there- 
fore, be  classified  and  paid  in  accordance  with  rules  5T,  64,  65,  and  66 
of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steam- 
ship Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  two  baggagemen  in  cjuestion  have  a 
regular  time  to  report  for  dut}^  and  are  ordinarily  relieved  from 
duty  at  a regular  hour,  and  that  their  duties  are  similar  to  those 
usually  performed  b}’  employees  serving  in  this  capacity,  and  con- 
tends that  their  service  is  intermittent ; that  it  does  not  require  con- 
tinuous application,  and  is  therefore  properH  paid  in  accordance 
with  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  wdth  the  Brotherhood  of  Rail- 
v\^ay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  b}^  these  employees  does  not  require  continuous 
application.  The  Board  therefore  decides  that  the  baggagemen  in 
the  service  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  at  Pine  Bluff.  Ark., 
are  being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  rule  49  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railwa^^  and  Steamship 
Clerks.  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Enaployees, 


DECISION  NO.  166.— DOCKET  205. 

Chicago,  111.,  June  Vj,  1921. 

Brotherliocd  Railway  and  Steam«liip  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Is  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Ex- 
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press  and  Station  Employees  properly  applicable  to  the  position 
of  baggageman  at  Monroe,  La.? 

Stcutenwnt. — There  is  employed  at  the  station  in  question  a 
baggageman  -who  is  paid  a monthly’  salary  to  cover  all  services 
rendered,  in  accordance  vdth  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of 
the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Han- 
dlers, Express  and  Station  Employees. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  incumbent  of  this  position  is 
required  to  remain  on  duty  continuousiy  for  nine  hours,  exclusive 
of  meal  period,  and  tliat  while  there  are  times  when  he  is  not  per- 
forming work,  nevertheless,  he  is  held  responsible  for  the  baggage 
room  during  the  entire  period  of  his  assignment,  and  should,  there- 
fore, be  paid  under  rules  57,  64,  and  65  of  the  national  agreement 
of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  baggageman  at  the  station  in  question 
reports  for  duty  at  8 a.  m.,  is  i-eleased  for  the  day  at  6 p.  m.,  and 
that  there  are  varying  periods  of  from  15  minutes  to  1 hour  and 
56  minutes  daily  when  the  baggageman  has  no  duties  whatever  to 
perform,  and  contends  that  the  service  is  intermittent,  that  it 
does  not  require  continuous  application,  and  that  it  is  properly 
paid  under  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood 
of  Railwa}^  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  b}"  this  employee  does  not  require  continuous 
application.  The  board,  therefore,  decides  that  the  baggageman 
in  the  service  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  at  Monroe,  La., 
is  being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  rule  49  of  the 
nationai  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 


DECISION  NO.  167.— DOCKET  22.5. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  14,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Is  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  properly  applicable  to  the  position  of  da;/ 
porter  at  Gratiot  Street  Station,  Missouri  Pacihc  Railroad,  St. 
Louis,  Mo.? 

Statement. — Tliere  is  employed  at  the  station  in  question  a portei- 
who  is  paid  a monthly  rate  to  cover  all  service  rendered,  in  accord- 
ance with  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  BrotheiLood  of 
Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Sta- 
tion Employees. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  porter  in  question  is  required  to 
report  for  duty  at  6 a.  m.,  and  is  not  relieved  until  3 p.  m.,  except 
for  one  hour  for  lunch,  that  he  is  at  no  time  permitted  to  be  absent 
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(luring  his  assignment,  and  that  there  is  no  time  during  his  tour  of 
duty  when  he  is  not  actually  engaged  in  the  performance  of  some 
class  of  service,  and,  therefore,  his  position  is  not  of  an  intermittent 
character  and  not  properly  paid  under  the  provisions  of  rule  49. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  porter  in  question  is  employed  in  the 
agent’s  office  at  Gratiot  Street  Station,  St.  Louis,  and  assigned  to 
various  miscellaneous  duties,  the  Kiajor  portion  of  which  is  deliver- 
ing messages,  that  he  has  a regular  time  to  report  for  duty,  that 
he  is  ordinarily  relieved  at  a regular  time,  and  that  there  are  times 
during  the  period  of  his  assignment  when  he  is  not  actually  per- 
forming service.  The  carrier,  therefore,  contends  that  the  service 
is  intermittent,  that  it  does  not  require  continuous  application,  and 
that  it  is  proper!}^  classified  and  paid  in  accordance  with  rule  49  of 
the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Kailwaw  and  Steam- 
ship Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  by  this  employee  does  not  require  continuous  ap- 
plication. The  Board  therefore  decides  that  the  porter  in  question 
is  being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  rule  49  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 


DECISION  NO.  168.— DOCKET  237. 
Chicago,  III.,  June  i-h  1921. 


Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Question.—!^  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  properly  applicable  to  the  positions  of  gate- 
men  in  the  employ  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  Tacoma, 
Wash.? 

Statement. — The  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co.  has  in  its  employ 
at  Tacoma,  Wash.,  certain  employees  under  the  title  of  “ gatemen  ” 
whose  duties  consist  in  attending  gates  leading  from  passenger  sta- 
tion to  train  sheds  and  in  directing  passengers  to  and  from  trains. 
These  employees  are  assigned  to  eight  hours’  service,  exclusive  of 
meal  period,  seven  days  per  week,  and  receive  a monthly  salary  to 
cover  all  service  performed  under  the  provisions  of  rule  49  of  the 
clerks’  national  agreement. 

The  employees  state  that  the  gatemen  in  question  are  not  per- 
mitted to  absent  themselves  from  the  building  except  during  the 
meal  period,  and  that  when  they  are  not  actually  stationed  at  the 
gates  they  are  engaged  in  directing  passengers  or  answering  ques- 
tions asked  by  patrons  of  the  railroad  and  contend  that  they  should 
be  classified  and  paid  in  accordance  with  rule  66  of  the  clerks’ 
national  agreement. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  service  performed  by  the  gatemen  in 
question  does  not  require  continuous  application,  is  intermittent  in 
character,  and  that  the  employees  are  properly  classified  and  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  rule  49  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement 


DECTSIO?^^S. 


169 


Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  by  these  employees  does  not  require  continuous 
application.  The  Board  therefore  decides  that  the  g*atemen  in  the 
service  of  the  Northern"? acific  Kailway  Co.  at  Tacoma,  Wash.,  are 
being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  rule  49  of  the  na- 
tional agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 


DECISION  NO.  169.— DOCKET  238. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  l^i,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Is  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  applicable  to  positions  of  engine-crew  callers 
at  Pasco,  Wash? 

^Statement, — In  the  mechanical  department  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railway  at  Pasco,  Wash.,  there  are  eniplo3^ed  three  engine-crew 
callers,  each  working  a shift  of  eight  hours,  whose  duties  consist  of 
calling  engine  crews  either  in  person  or  by  telephone,  running  er- 
rands, and  doing  work  of  a similar  nature.  They  are  required  to 
be  on  dut}^  continuously  during  their  assignments  of  eight  consecu- 
tive hours,  exclusive  of  meal  period,  seven  days  a week,  and  are 
paid  a monthly  rate  to  cover  all  services  rendered  under  rule  49  of 
the  clerk’s  national  agreement. 

The  employees  contend  that  these  callers  are  obliged  to  be  avail- 
able for  services  at  all  times  during  their  assignment,  and  should 
be  paid  in  accordance  with  rule  66  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

The  carrier  contends  that  the  service  is  intermittent,  that  it  does 
not  require  continuous  application,  and  emplo^^ees  are  now  properly 
classified  and  paid  in  accordance  wfith  the  agreement. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  by  these  employees  does  not  require  continuous 
application.  The  Board,  therefore,  decides  that  the  engine-crew 
callers  in  the  service  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co.  at  Pasco, 
Wash.,  are  being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  rule  49  of 
the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steam- 
ship Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 


DECISION  NO.  170.— DOCKET  293. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  14,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Is  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood 
of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  applicable  to  train  and  engine  crew  callers  at 
Chaffee,  Mo. 
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Sfdtemenf. — Tiiere  are  employed  at  Cliaftee.  !Mo..  ])v  tlie  carrirr 
mvolved  in  this  dispute,  five  train  and  engine  crevr  callers  wluise 
duties  consist  of  calling  c^e^YS,  marking  up  train  boards,  nraking  ami 
delivering  lists  of  line-ups  to  ag’ent,  yardma^er,  and  chief  dispatdier, 
and  delivering  messages.  The  employees  in  question  are  pai<l  a 
monthly  salary  to  cover  all  service  performed  under  rule  49  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Eaihvay  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 

The  carrier  contends  that  the  train  and  engine  crew  callers  are 
now  properly  classified  and  paid.  The  emplo^^ees  contend  that  they 
are  continuousl}^  emploj^d  and  should  be  classified  and  paid  in  ac- 
cordance with  rule  66  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  by  these  employees  does  not  require  continuous  ap- 
plication. The  Board,  therefore,  decides  that  the  train  and  engine 
crew  callers  in  the  service  of  the  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Raihvay 
Co.,  at  Chaffee,  Mo.,  are  being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established 
by  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  railway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees. 


DECISION  NO.  171.~DOCKET  295. 


CMeago,  III.,  June  Vj,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Hannibal  Union  Depot  Co. 

Question.- — Is  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood 
of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  applicable  to  positions  of  station  baggagemen  at 
Hannibal,  Mo.? ^ 

Statejiient. — The  employees  involved  in  this  dispute  are  classified 
as  station  baggagemen  and  are  paid  a monthl}^  salary  to  cover  all 
service  performed  in  accordance  with  rule  49  of  the  national  agree- 
ment of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 

The  employees  state  that  the  baggagemen  in  question  are  required 
to  handle  baggage  to  and  from  trains,  and  when  not  so  engaged 
are  performing  miscellaneous  duties  in  connection  with  the  opera- 
tion of  the  baggage  room,  and  that  they  are  required  to  be  on  duty 
contimiousl}^  throughout  their  assignments,  except  during  tlie  meal 
period  v/ithout  an  actual  break  in  their  service,  and  contend  that 
they  are  not  properly  classified  and  paid  under  rule  49  of  the 
clerks’  national  agTeement, 

The  carrier  states  that  the  service  performed  by  these  employees 
is  intermittent  and  does  not  require  continuous  application,  and 
contends  that  the  employees  are  properly  paid  under  rule  49  of  the 
clerks’  national  agreement. 

D ecision. ~T\iQ  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  by  these  employees  does  not  require  continuous 
a])plicatioii.  The  Board,  therefore,  decides  that  the  station  baggage- 
men in  question  are  being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by 
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rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Eaiivray 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees. 


DECISION  NO.  172.— DOCKET  305. 

^ Chieuyo,  lU.,  June  IJf,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railv/ay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Is  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Eailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  applicable  to  positions  of  messengers  in  the 
service  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Eailroad  Co.  at  Kansas  City,  Mo.? 

Statement. — There  are  employed  at  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  16  mes- 
sengei*s  whose  duties  consist  of  carrying  mail,  waybills,  and  messages 
between  the  local  freight  office,  warehouse,  and  3^ard  office.  All  of 
these  employees  are  paid  a monthlj"  rate  to  cover  all  service  per- 
formed under  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood 
of  Eailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Empio^^ees. 

The  emploA^ees  state  that  these  messengers  are  required  to  be  on 
dut}^  continuously  for  eight  hours,  exclusive  of  meal  period,  and 
that  they  are  at  no  time  permitted  to  leave  the  premises  of  the  rail- 
road, and  contend  that  their  service  is  not  intermittent,  that  their 
duties  require  continuous  application,  and  that,  therefore,  the}' 
should  be  classified  and  paid  in  accordance  with  rules  57,  64,  65,  and 
66  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Eailway  and 
Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
plo^^ees. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  service  performed  by  these  employees 
is  of  an  intermittent  character,  does  not  require  continuous  applica- 
tion, and  that  they  are  properly  paid  under  rule  49  of  the  clerks’ 
national  agreement. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
service  performed  b}^  these  employees  does  not  require  continuous 
application.  The  Board,  therefore,  decides  that  the  messengers  in 
the  service  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Eailroad  Co.,  at  Kansas  City,  Mo., 
are  being  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  b}^  rule  49  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Eailvvay  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 


DECISION  NO.  173,— DOCKET  392. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway;  Missouri, 
Kansas  and  Texas  Railway  of  Texas;  Wichita  Falls  & Northwestern 
Railway. 

Question. — Shall  an  agreement  covering  rules  and  working  condi- 
tions of  the  emplo}^ees  of  a carrier  be  made  directly  with  the  em- 
ployees or  with  an  organization  representing  the  employees? 
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Statement. — In  this  case  the  carriei’s  contend  that  it  is  their  duty 
to  make  an  agreement  as  to  rules  and  working  conditions  with  the 
employees  concerned  and  not  with  an  organization.  The  carriers 
concede  that  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  represents  a 
majority  of  that  class  of  its  employees  but  declined  to  permit  the 
caption  of  the  proposed  agreement  to  show  that  the  employees  cov- 
ered by  the  agreement  were  represented  by  said  brotherhood. 

The  carriers  also  objected  to  the  caption  offered  by  the  organiza- 
tion on  the  ground  that  by  its  terms  it  would  not  cover  the  em- 
ployees not  members  of  the  organization  and  would  result  in  a 
“ closed  shop  ” on  that  property. 

The  clerks’  organization  contends  that  under  the  provisions  of 
Decision  No.  119  said  organization  had  the  right  to  make  said  agree- 
ment; that  it  was  proper  that  the  caption  should  show  who  repre- 
sented the  employees,  and  that  it  was  not  the  desire  of  the  organi- 
zation to  negotiate  an  agreement  that  did  not  cover  nonmembers  as 
well  as  members  of  the  organization. 

The  matter  was  formally  presented  to  the  Labor  Board  in  open 
session  by  both  parties. 

Decision. — The  following  language  of  Decision  No.  119  bears 
upon  this  controversy: 

The  majority  of  any  craft  or  class  of  employees  shall  have  the  right  to 
determine  what  organization  shall  represent  members  of  such  craft  or  class. 
Such  organization  shall  have  the  right  to  make  an  agreement  which  shall 
apply  to  all  employees  in  such  craft  or  class. 

It  is,  therefore,  clear  that  said  organization  has  the  right  to  make 
an  agreement  as  to  rules  and  working  conditions  for  said  entire 
class  of  employees  of  said  carriers,  both  members  and  nonmembers 
of  said  organization,  and  it  is  proper  that  the  caption  be  so  drawn 
as  to  show  for  whom  and  by  whom  the  agreement  is  made,  and  the 
Labor  Board  so  directs. 

In  order  that  there  may  be  no  misunderstanding  as  to  the  matter 
in  dispute  the  Board  directs  that  the  caption  of  said  agreement  shall 
be  as  follows: 

IMissouki,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway. 

Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway  of  Texas. 

Wichita  Falls  & Northwestern  Railway. 

C.  E.  ScHAFF,  Receiver. 


Agreement 

between 

C.  E.  ScHAFF,  Receiver. 

and  all  that  class  of  clerks  and  other  office  and  station  employees 
represented  by 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Empja)yees. 
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DECISION  NO.  174.— DOCKET  353. 

Chicago,  111.,  June  17,  1921. 

The  Pullman  Co.  v.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated 

Shop  Crafts). 

Question.— This  dispute  is  upon  the  proposal  of  the  carrier  to  re- 
duce the  wages  of  the  employees  in  its  operating  department. 

NatAire  of  the  proceedings. — On  June  4,  1921,  the  carrier  filed  ap- 
plication for  decision  in  dispute  with  its  employees  on  the  proposed 
reduction  of  wages.  At  the  hearing  before  the  Labor  Board  on  June 
7,  representatives  of  the  employees  protested  that  conferences,  as 
contemplated  in  section  301  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  had 
nqt  been  held  and  that  therefore  the  dispute  was  not  properly  be- 
fore the  Board.  The  Board  announced  that  it  would  hear  the  case 
with  the  understanding  that  it  reserved  the  right  to  determine 
whether  or  not  the  Transportation  Act  had  been  complied  with,  and 
if  it  were  found  that  it  had  not  the  case  would  be  dismissed  on  this 
ground. 

History  of  the  case. — On  May  23  the  Pullman  Co.  posted  notices 
at  its  various  plants  announcing  that  it  proposed  to  apply  to  its 
employees,  effective  July  1,  1921,  the  rates  of  wages  to  be  established 
by  the  Eailroad  Labor  Board  on  June  1,  1921.  The  notice  announced 
further  that,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Transportation 
Act,  the  management  would  meet  and  confer  with  its  employees  on 
June  2 at  the  places  designated. 

Mass  meetings  were  held  on  June  2 at  approximately  75  different 
jilaces  at  which  the  question  discussed  was  whether  those  employees 
]3resent  favored  the  application  to  their  class  of  employment  of  the 
rates  established  by  Decision  No.  147. 

Under  the  instructions  of  the  carrier  the  rates  established  by  De- 
cision No.  147  were  announced  at  these  ^neetings  by  representatives 
of  the  Pullman  Co.,  who  were  directed  to  expedite  discussion  and 
secure  a vote  **  within  an  hour,  if  possible.” 

According  to  figures  presented  by  the  Pullman  Co.  the  total 
number  of  employees  on  the  roll  was  10,079 ; the  number  of  employees 
present  was  6J72 ; the  number  of  employees  favoring  the  application 
of  the  new  rates  was  2,246;  the  number  of  employees  opposing  the 
application  of  the  new  rates  was  2.220;  the  number  of  employees 
present  and  refusing  to  vote  was  1,706. 

Opinion. — The  Labor  Board  held  in  Decision  No.  119  that  the 
presentation  of  irreducible  demands  without  a genuine  attempt  to 
negotiate  a settlement  was  not  in  compliance  with  section  301  of 
the  Transportation  Act,  1920.  So  far  as  the  e\ddence  shows  in  this 
case,  representatives  of  the  Pullman  Co.  had  no  authority  further 
than  to  ask  the  employees  to  accept  or  reject  one  proposition. 

Furthermore,  the  carrier  takes  the  stand  that  it  is  optional  with 
the  carrier  when  a dispute  arises  between  itself  and  its  employees, 
whether  or  not  to  confer  with  the  employees  directly  or  wdth  their 
representatives.  In  this  case,  the  carrier  has  elected  to  meet  with 
the  employees  and  has  wholly  ignored  the  respondent  organization 
which  claims  to  represent  a majority  of  the  Pullman  Co.  employees 
directly  Interested  in  the  dispute. 
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In  taking  this  course,  the  Pullman  Co.  contends  that  ihe  cjuestion 
^Yhe^he^  conferences  have  lieen  held,  also  wliether  tlie  respective  par- 
ties have  used  every  possible  means  to  avoid  interruption  to  traffic, 
is  purely  technical. 

In  Order  hTo.  1 of  April  19,  1920-,  announcement  of  December  IT, 
1920,  and  various  decisions,  tlie  Labor  Board  lias  cleaily  set  forth  its 
views  that  parties  shall  exert  every  effoid  to  avoid  interruption  to 
traffic,  that^it  is  the  of  officers  of  the  carrier  to  confer  or 

attempt  to  confer  vritli  the  representatives  of  the  empiovees,  and  that 
these  preliminaries  are  not  technicalities  hut  prerequisite  to  a hear- 
ing. 

Decision. — -The  letter  and  spirit  of  section  301  of  the  Transporta- 
tion Act,  1920,  ha've  not  been  complied  with  by  the  carrier.  The 
act  will  not  have  been  complied  with  until  the  carrier  shall  have 
met  in  conference  or  endeavored  to  meet  in  conference  the  duly 
designated  representatives  of  the  employees  directly  interested  in 
the  dispute,  .and,  in  case  of  disagreement,  shall  have  properly  cer- 
tified the  dispute  to  the  Labor  Board. 

The  majority  of  said  emploj^ees  shall  have  the  riglit  to  select  their 
said  representatives  as  provided  in  Principle  15,  Decision  No.  119. 

Application  is  therefore  dismissed. 


DECISION  NO.  175.— DOCKET  389. 


Chicago,  111.,  June  lo,  1921. 


Order  of  Railway  Coiidiietors;  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Tr^imnen;  Brother- 
hood of  Loeomotive  Engmeei's;  Bi-otiierhood  of  Locoiaotive  Firemen  and 
Enginemen;  Eailw-ay  Empioyees'VDepartm-ent,  A.  F.  of  L.,  v.  The  Michigan 
Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Eestoration  of  shuttlo-train  service  between  Michigan 
City,  Ind,,  and  Niles,  Micii.,  discontinued  account  removal  of  ter- 
minal from  Michigan  City. 

8tatem>ent. — On  October  1,  1919,  tlie  Western.  Division  Terminal 
of  the  Michigan  Central  Railroad  was  moved  from  Michigan  City, 
Indo,  to  Niles,  Mich.  The  operations  of  the  5"ards,  engine  house, 
machine  shop  and  car  shops  at  Alichigan  City  were  discontinued  on 
that  date  and  transferred  to  the  new  terminal.  Trains  ivere  dis- 
patched to  and  from  Niles  Terminal  after  the  above  date  instead  of 
Michigan  Cit}^  Terminal. 

The  Michigan  Central  Railroad  Co.  provided  sluittle-train  service 
for  the  accommodation  of  the  employees,  permitting  them  to  continue 
their  residence  at  Michigan  City.  On  larch  28,  the  company  gave 
notice  of  termination  of  shuttle-train  service  effective  June  K).  1921. 

Decision. — Tlie  Labor  Board  declines  to  order  restoration  of  shut- 
tle-train service  between  Michigan  City,  Ind.,  and  Niles,  Mich., 
vzith  the  proviso  that  three  callers  will  be  kept  on  at  Michigan  City 
until  August  10,  1921,  at  which  time  the  continuation  of  the  thi'ee 
caPiers  will  be  given  consideration  in  conference  between  directly 
interested  iiarties. 
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DECISION  NO.  176.— DOCKET  161. 


Chicago,  III.,  Jvjie  15,  1921. 


Terminal,  Mail  Handlers,  and  Station  Employees,  Local  No.  17306, 

American  Federation  of  Labor,  v.  The  Washington  Terminal  Co. 

Question, — This  decision  is  upon  a request  for  the  establishment  of 
increased  rates  of  pa3"  for  parcel  porters  generally  known  as  “ red 
caps  ” and  foremen  thereof,  engaged  in  handling  parcels  and  per- 
sonal baggage  of  passengers  in  and  around  Union  Station,  Washing- 
ton, D.  C.  _ 

Decision., — The  Labor  Board  has  given  careful  consideration  to 
the  evidence  submitted,  including  proceedings  of  hearings  conducted 
at  Washington,  March  10,  1921,  and  decides  that  request  of  emplo^^ees 
is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  177.— DOCKET  204. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Beinstatement,  with  pay  for  time  lost,  of  C.  R.  Brown 
and  J.  G.  English,  dismissed  from  the  service  July  24,  1920. 

^Statement. — On  June  17,  1920,  the  local  lodge  of  the  Brotherhood 
of  Railvay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  adopted  a resolution  said  to  contain  charges 
against  the  general  auditor  of  the  American  Railwa}^  Express  Co. 
which  were  alleged  to  be  false,  libelous,  and  subversive  of  discipline. 
This  resolution  was  forwarded  to  the  general  auditor  over  the  signa- 
ture of  Messrs.  C.  E.  Brown  and  J.  G.  English  and  another  em- 
ployee. It  appears  that  the  resolution  was  drawn  up  by  the  lodge 
upon  receipt  of  a complaint  made  by  an  employee  of  the  express 
company,  a member  of  the  lodge,  who  alleged  that  she  had  received 
unfair  treatment  from  the  general  auditor.  Upon  receipt  of  the 
resolution,  the  auditor  requested  the  chairman  of  the  local  protec- 
tiA'e  committee,  and  later  the  lodge  itself,  to  furnish  him  with  the 
specific  instances  upon  which  the  charges  were  made  or  to  withdraAV 
the  charges.  This  was  not  done,  and  on  J ulj^  14,  1920,  the  employees 
AA'lio  signed  the  resolution  which  was  presented  to  the  general  auditor 
were  suspended,  and  were  dismissed  from  the  service  on  July  24. 

The  emploA^ees  contend  that  Messrs.  Brown  and  English  were  un- 
justly dismissed  inasmuch  as  in  signing  and  forwarding  the  resolution 
to  tlie  general  auditor  they  Avere  simply  com.plying  with  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  lodge,  and  further,  that  the  resolution  itself  was  not  in- 
tended to  injure  the  reputation  or  character  of  the  official  in  question 
or  to  stir  up  discontent  among  the  emplo^^ees. 

The  express  companj^  contends  that  the  charges  as  contained  in  the 
resolution  were  false,  libelous,  and  subversiA^e  of  discipline,  and  that 
no  formal  retraction  was  made  or  apology  offered  until  after  the 
employees  in  question  were  dismissed.  The  company  further  con- 
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tends  that  the  fact  that  the  resolution  in  question  is  said  to  have  been 
passed  by  unanimous  vote  and  bears  the  signature  of  these  employees 
indicates  their  concurrence  in  the  sentiments  expressed  therein  and 
that  their  failure  to  submit  specific  instances  upon  which  the  charges 
were  based  or  proof  of  the  charges  and  their  subsequent  offer  to  with* 
draw  a certain  part  of  the  charges  proves  that  the  resolution  was 
improper. 

The  agreement  between  the  American  Eailway  Express  Co.  and  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees,  dated  February  15,  1920,  contains 
in  Article  IV  certain  rules  governing  the  manner  in  which  grievances 
of  employees  shall  be  handled.  At  the  hearings  before  the  board,  on 
February  24,  1921,  both  Messrs,  Brown  and  English  admitted  that 
they  Vv^ere  familiar  with  these  rules. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  action  of  the  em- 
ployees in  question  in  presenting  the  resolution  referred  to  was  im- 
proper and  that  an  employee  considering  himself  or  herself  unjustly 
treated  had  the  means  to  obtain  relief  in  the  method  provided  for  in 
Article  IV  of  the  agreement  above  referred  to. 

Request  of  employees  for  reinstatement  of  C.  R.  Brown  and  J.  G. 
English  with  pay  for  time  lost  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  178.— DOCKET  208. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

' ’Irotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Reinstatement  of  E.  F.  Prouse,  messenger,  who  was 
dismissed  from  the  service  on  June  23,  1920. 

Decision. — Basing  its  decision  on  the  evidence  before  it,  which  in- 
cludes proceedings  of  hearing  conducted  by  the  superintendent  of  the 
express  company  July  20,  1920,  and  hearing  before  the  Labor  Board 
February  24,  1921,  the  Board  decides  that  request  of  the  employees 
for  reinstatement  of  E.  F.  Prouse  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  179.— DOCKET  216. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  International  & Great  Northern  Railway. 

Question. — Shall  the  rate  of  compensation  for  position  of  agent 
at  Swan  Station  be  increased  10  cents  per  hour  under  section  1, 
Article  V of  Decision  No.  2,  or  5 cents  per  hour  under  section  2, 
Article  V thereof? 

Statement. — The  position  in  question  was  placed  in  the  teleg- 
raphers’ schedule  October  1,  1918,  and  is  shown  as  ‘‘  agent-teleg- 
rapher,” but  the  occupant  thereof  is  not  required  to  do  any  tele- 
graphing. In  the  schedule  negotiations,  as  a result  of  which  the 
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i30sitioR  was  placed  in  the  schedule,  a rate  of  pay  was  fixed  at  48 
cents  per  hour.  The  working  conditioils  for  small  nontelegraph 
agents  established  by  Addendum  No.  2 to  Supplement  No.  13  to 
General  Order  No.  27  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration 
have  been  and  are  now  being  applied  to  the  position. 

Ded,sion. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  rate  for  the  position 
in  question  shall  be  increased  5 cents  per  hour  under  section  2, 
Article  V of  Decision  No.  2,  issued  by  this  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  180.— DOCKET  232. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  New  Orleans,  Texas  & Mexico  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Shall  overtime  be  paid  to  extra-gang  foreman  under 
the  provisions  of  section  («  7)  of  Article  V or  section  («  8)  of 
Article  V of  the  national  agreement  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of 
Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers? 

Statement  of  facts. — Extra-gang  Foreman  A.  M.  Darsey  entered 
the  service  of  the  company  as  foreman  of  extra  gang  No.  17,  April 
1,  1918.  This  gang  is  equipped  with  boarding  cars  or  camp  cars,  is 
moved  from  place  to  place  as  necessity  requires,  and  has  been  en-  ^ 
gaged  in  numerous  and  sundry  temporary  jobs,  such  as  tie  renewals 
incident  to  laying  new  steel,  ballasting  of  roadbed,  bank  widening, 
and  laying  of  new  steel.  There  are  also  three  or  four  other  extra 
gangs  engaged  in  similar  work,  and  prior  to  March  1,  1920,  these 
gangs  were  being  worked  only  8 houi^s  per  day,  but  since  that  date 
have  been  changed  to  10  hours  per  day  and  are  paid  pro  rata  for  all 
service  performed. 

Section  (n  1)  of  Article  V of  the  national  agreement  between  the 
Ignited  States  Railroad  Administration  and  the  Tmited  Brother- 
hood of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railwaj^  Shop  Laborers 
reads : 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules  eijiht  (8)  consecutive  hours;, 
exclusive  of  the  meal  period,  shall  constitute  a day’s  work. 

Section  {a  7)  of  Article  V,  same  agreement,  reads: 

Overtime  for  laborers  in  extra  or  boating  gangs  whose  employment  is  seasonal 
and  temporary  in  character,  when  engagecl  in  work  not  customarily  done  by 
regular  section  gangs,  such  as  ballasting  and  rail  laying,  including  the  tie  re- 
newals incident  thereto,  and  ditching  or  in  improvement  work,  such  as  bank 
widening,  grade  and  line  changes,  riprapping,  and  similar  wmrk,  shall  be  com- 
puted for  the  ninth  and  tenth  hour  of  continuous  service,  exclusive  of  the  meal 
period,  pro  rata,  on  the  actual  minute  basis  and  thereafter  at  the  rate  of  time 
and  one-half  time.  Such  extra  or  floating  gangs  will  not  be.  used  to  displace 
regular  section  gangs. 

Section  {a  8),  Article  Y,  same  agreement,  reads: 

Overtime  for  regular  section  laborers  and  other  employees  except  those 
covered  in  sections  {a  7)  and  («  12)  of  this  article  shall  be  computed  after 
the  eighth  hour  of  continuous  service,  exclusive  of  the  meal  period,  on  the 
actual  minute  basis  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  time. 

99915°— 22 12 
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Tlie  positions  of  tlte  cnnployees  and  tiie  carrier  are  quoted  here- 
^vith  fi’om  the  submission  as  follows : 

Employee^'  pasition. — We  contend  tliat  we  have  no  Beasoiiid  (»r  tc-iVip<»iary 
eiitm  gaiigb,  as  these  gan;^’s  have  been  in  continuous  service  i'rom  six  months 
up  to  two  years,  a]i(j  A.  M.  Darsey  and  other  extra-gang  foroine)i  liave  nut  hr-en 
properly  compensated  wIk'h  paid  under  section  (a  7)  of  Article  V of  the  mainte- 
nance of  way  national  agreement.  We  contend  they  should  be  paid  according 
to  section  (a  8)  oi'  A^rticle  Y of  said  agreement. 

Railroa^rs  pofrition. — Extra-rrang  Foreman  A.  i\[.  Darsey  entered  the  service 
of  railway  as  an  extra-gang  foreman  to  take  care  of  temporary  work  performed 
by  extra  gang  during  Apj-ii,  1918.  Since  that  time  he  lias  ])een  used  on  iiuinei’- 
ous  temporaiy  jo]).s  of  work,  not  eustoina.rily  done  by  regular  sectifin  force,  such 
as  steel  laying,  Mie  renewals  incident  to  laying  nev,'  steel,  bank  widening  and 
other  work.  He  has  not  been  employed  continuously  on  the  New  Orleans,  Texas 
& Mexico  Railway,  hut  has  been  used  on  the  other  lines  under  this  management, 
i.  e..  New  Iberia  & Nortiiern  Railway  Co.,  Orange  & Northwestern  Raiiroad 
Co.,  ami  tlie  Beaumont,  Sour  Lake  & Western  Railway  Co.,  and  always  engaged 
in  temporary  work  on  all  these  lines.  After  Marcli  1,  1920,  The  company  re- 
organized all  extra  gangs  on  line  and  plac*ed  them  on  1 0-hour  basis  and  paid 
them  as  o'utlined  in  national  agreement  with  maintenance  of  way  employees, 
section  {a  7),  Article  V. 

There  has  been  no  displacement  of  regular  section  gangs  and  all  work  they 
have  been  engaged  in  is  of  a temporary  nature,  and  gangs  wdll  be  disbanded 
when  work  is  completed,  and  the  company  contends  that  no  violation  of  national 
agreement  has  been  made,  and  that  these  men  are  correctly  paid  at  the  pr€^ent 
time. 

This  statement  covers  all  gangs  in  the  service  of  the  New  Orleans,  Texas 
Mexico  Railway  Co.  at  the  present  time. 

Decision. — In  the  statement  of  facts  signed  jointlj^  by  the  general 
manager  of  the  carrier  and  the  general  chairman  representing  the 
employees,  it  is  clearly  set  forth  that  the  gang  foremen  in  question 
are  recognized  as  extra-gang  foremen. 

The  Labor  Board  therefore  decides  that  the  gang  foremen  in  ques- 
tion properly  come  under  and  shall  be  paid  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  (<2  7)  of  Article  V of  the  national  agreement 
herein  referred  to. 


DECISION  NO.  181.— DOCKET  240, 

Chicago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad. 

QuesUon.—Question  of  effective  date  of  increased  rates  granted  by 
the  Fort  Smith  & Western  Kailroad. 

Statement. — The  Fort  Smith  & Western  Eailroad  was  party  to 
dispute  properly  certified  to  the  Labor  Board  by  the  Eailway  tlm- 
ployees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L. 

In  a letter  addressed  to  the  representatives  of  the  Federated  Shop 
Crafts,  dated  May  5,  1920,  the  receiver  and  general  manager  states : 

I wish  to  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  as  this  railroad  was  not  under 
Federal  control,  we  are  entitled  to  30  days’  notice  accord hvg  to  our  contract. 

Answering  this  letter,  under  date  of  May  18,  1920,  the  representa- 
tives of  the  employees  state  : 

With  reference  to  the  question  of  30  days’  notice  as  provided  for  in  the 
national  agreement,  it  is  our  imderstandiug  that  the  request  for  a conference  on 
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April  28  was  the  notice  re-:iuired  ; riierefore,  on  iSIay  28  the  30  days,  as  required 
in  the  agreement,  will  have  expired. 

The  interested  parties  were  granted  an  opportunity  to  present  oral 
testimony,  together  with  the  so-called  short-line  railroads,  at  which 
hearing  it  developed  that  the  increases  provided  in  Decision  No.  2 
had  been  applied  to  the  employees  involved  in  this  dispute.  The 
Labor  Board  thereupon  considered  the  case  closed. 

Subsequent  to  the  dispute  being  considered  closed,  the  Railway 
Employees'  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  again  brought  the  matter  to  the 
attention  of  the  Board,  calling  attention  to  the  fact  that  Decision  No. 
2 had  been  applied  and  made  effective  May  28,  1920,  and  made  fur- 
ther claim  that  same  should  be  retroactive  to  May  1,  1920,  the  date 
specified  in  said  decision. 

Decision. — The  Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad  Co.  and  the  rep- 
resentatives of  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  were  in  accord  as  to  the 
80  da3's’  notice  being  required  b}^  the  agreement  prior  to  any  changes 
being^  made  in  saicl  agreement.  The  Board  therefore  decides  that 
the  carrier  complied  with  this  understanding  when  it  made  the  in- 
creases in  rates  of  pay  effective  as  of  May  28, 1920. 

The  claim  of  the  emplo^^ees  for  back  pay  resulting  from  the 
increased  rates  Ma^"  1 to  Ma^^  27,  both  inclusive,  is  therefore  denied. 


• DECISION  NO.  182.— DOCKET  250. 

Chwago,  III,  June  15,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Qiiesticn. — How  shall  the  increase  provided  in  Article  II  of  De- 
cision No,  2 be  applied  to  emploi^ees  who  are  assigned  to  work  the 
calendar  da^'s  of  tlie  month  and  receive  a monthly  rate  to  cover  all 
service  performed '?  . 

Statement. — The  employees  of  the  carrier  in  question  sj^ecified  in 
Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2 and  paid  on  a montlily  basis  have  re- 
ceived an  increase  in  their  monthly  salary  equivalent  to  204  times 
the  increase  in  hourl}^  rates  specified  in  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2. 

The  employees  state  that  a large  number  of  these  employees  are 
assigned  to  worfr  9,  10,  11,  and  12  hours  per  day  365  days  per  }^ear, 
and  contend  that  the  increase  specified  for  the  various  classes  in 
Article  II  should  be  added  to  the  8-hour  assignment  and  an  addi- 
tional increase  per  hour  allowed  for  each  hour  of  service  in  excess 
of  8 hours  per  da}^ 

The  carrier  contends  that  in  applying  the  increase  specified  in 
Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2 there  should  be  added  204  times  the 
hourH  rate  specified  to  the  monthly  rate  in  accordance  with  section 
8,  Article  XIII,  of  Decision  No.  2. 

Decision. — Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2 prescribes  the 
manner  in  which  the  increases  specified  in  Article  II  of  Decision 
No.  2 should  be  applied  to  monthly-rated  employees  and  should 
govern  in  this  disjiute. 
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DECISION  NO.  183.— DOCKET  252. 

Chicdfjo,  TIL,  June  /J,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamsliip  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Is  the  rearrangement  of  work  and  readjustment  of 
rates  of  pay  of  positions  of  chief  clerk  and  assistant  chief  clerk, 
transit  department,  office  of  the  auditor  of  freight  accounts,  in  con- 
flict with  rules  71  and  84-  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotlier- 
hood  of  Kailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  hh’eight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees? 

Statement. — Effective  May  1,  1920,  the  transit  and  interline  de}nirt- 
ments  of  the  auditor  of  freight  accounts  office  were  merged  and  tlie 
];ositions  of  chief  clerk  and  assistant  chief  clerk,  transit  department, 
abolished. 

The  employees  claim  that  the  duties  of  the  position  of  chief  clerk 
in  the  transit  department  have  not  been  changed  and  that  the  em- 
ployee who  is  now  classified  as  assistant  chief  clerk,  interline  dejiart- 
ment,  and  paid  at  rate  of  $125  per  month,  is  performing  the  same 
wmrk  as  he  previously  performecT  under  the  title  of  chief  clerk,  tran- 
sit department,  at  rate  of  $155  per  month,  and  contend  that  the  re- 
classification of  the  position  and  reduction  of  the  rate  of  pay  is  m 
conflict  with  rules  71  and  84  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

The  carrier  states  that  when  these  departments  w’ere  merged,  the 
supervision  of  the  employees  in  the  transit  department  ^vas  assigned 
to  the  assistant  chief  clerk,  interline  department,  and  that  other 
important  duties  formerly  attached  to  the  position  of  chief  clerk, 
transit  department,  such  as  conducting  negotiations  wdth  shiy^pers  and 
investigating  claims,  were  assigned  to  the  assistant  general  chief 
clerk;  and  that  the  assistant  chief  clerk,  interline  department,  no'w 
in  charge  of  transit  matters,  handles  only  the  routine  office  work  in 
connection  with  transit  accounts,  keeping  records,  diecking  bureau 
reports,  making  up  weekly  estimates,  etc.,  and  acting  in  a super- 
visory capacity  to  the  employees  associated  v/ith  him  in  transit  wor]?:. 
The  carrier  contends  that  the  change  in  the  rate  of  pay  w^as  not  in 
conflict  with  rules  71  and  84  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement, 
wdiich  read  as  follows: 

Rating  positions. — Rule  71.  Positions  (not  employees)  shall  be  rated  and  the 
transfer  of  rates  from  one  position  to  another  shall  not  he  permitted. 

Rates — Rule  84.  Estahlislied  position  sliall  not  be  discontinued  and  new 
ones  created  under  a different  title  covering  relatively  the  same  class  of  work 
for  the  purpose  of  reducing  the  rate  of  pay  or  evading  the  application  of 
these  rules. 

Decision. — Position  of  the  carrier  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  184.— DOCKET  262. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  16,  1021. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Is  J.  G.  Dildine,  Seligman,  Mo.,  an  employee  of  the 
American  Railway  Express  Co.,  entitled  to  the  increase  authorized 
by  Decision  No.  3 of  the  Labor  Board? 
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State'nient. — Mr.  Dildine  is  employed  as  transfer  clerk  at  Seligman, 
Mo.,  and  prior  to  November  16,  1919,  was  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  route  agent  of  the  American  Kailway  Express  Co.  and  paid  in 
accordance  with  the  rules  governing  the  wages  and  working  con- 
ditions of  other  express  employees.  Previous  to  this  date  the  express 
business,  with  the  exception  of  the  transfer,  was  handled  by  the  rail- 
road agent  at  Seligman  on  a commission  basis.  On  November  16,- 
1919,  the  transfer  business  was  also  placed  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  railroad  agent,  and  he  was  allowed  a flat  sum  to  handle  the  trans- 
fer and  pay  the  salary  of  such  employees  as  he  deemed  necessary  to 
handle  the  business.  There  v/ere  no  restrictions  placed  on  the  agent’s 
use  of  this  allowance.  Under  the  new  arrangement  Mr.  Dildine  re- 
ports to  the  agent  and  not  to  the  express  company,  and  is  paid  a stip- 
ulated monthly  salary  to  cover  all  service  rendered.  He  has  received 
an  increase  since  the  change  was  made,  but  is  not  being  paid  in  ac- 
cordance with  Decision  No.  3 or  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

The  emplo}^ees  contend  that  inasmuch  as'  Mr.  Dildine  was  required 
to  fill  out  an  application  blank  and  is  paid  out  of  the  receipts  of  the 
office,  he  is  in  fact  an  employee  of  the  express  compan}^ ; that  his  posi- 
tion comes  Avithin  the  scope  of  the  clerks’  national  agreem.ent  dated 
February  15,  1920,  and  Decision  No.  3 of  this  Board  and  that  the 
company  has  no  right  to  make  changes,  regardless  of  the  intent, 
which  haA^e  the  effect  of  depriving  the  employees  of  Avages  and  work- 
ing conditions  to  Avhich  they  are  entitled. 

The  express  company  states  that  the  agent  at  Seligman,  Mo.,  is  not 
subject  to  the  proAUsions  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  or  Decision 
No.  3 ; that  he  is  required  to  pay  the  salary  of  any  employees  he  m.ay 
engage  out  of  the  sum  allowed  him  for  this  purpose  in  addition  to 
Ills  express  commissions;  and  that  if  he  does  not  employ  anyone  he 
may  retain  the  money  allowed  him  for  this  purpose,  and  contends 
that  he  is  not  instructed  or  guided  in  any  Avay  by  the  express  company 
Avith  reference  to  the  salary  paid  such  persons  by  the  agent,  and 
that  Mr.  Dildine  is  an  employee  of  the  agent  and  not  of  the  express 
company. 

It  appears  that  for  many  years  it  has  been  the  practice  of  the  ex- 
]5i*ess  company  to  employ  railroad  agents  or  others  to  handle  express 
business  at  small  places  upon  some  basis  mutually  satisfactory,  and 
under  such  arrangements  the  agent  is  either  paid  a percentage  of 
the  express  charges  or  a flat  sum  per  month.  In  most  cases  the  agent 
performs  all  the  work  himself,  but  if  necessary  to  engage  help  it  is 
paid  out  of  his  express  commission  or  alloAvance.  This  class  of 
agents,  as  well  as  persons  engaged  by  them,  were  specifically  excepted 
from  the  provisions  of  Supplement  No.  19  to  General  Order  No.  27, 
Imited  States  Railroad  Administration,  and  the  clerks’  national 
agreement,  effectiA’e  February  15,  1920. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  position  of  carrier  is 
sustained. 
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DEGISIOXS  rXITED  STATE*-^  I.AEOR  BOARD. 


DECISION  NO.  185.— DOCKET  263. 


ChictKjo,  111.,  Jinie  lo,  j92L 

Brotlierhood  of  Railv^ay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  MimieapoHs,  St.  Paul  & Sault  Ste.  Marie  Rail- 
way Co. 

Question Are  emploj^ees  en<;ra"cd  in  the  luindling  of  liimber  and 
other  compaii}'  material  in  tlie  lumberyard  adjacent  to  storehouse  at 
Slioreham  shops,  Minneapolis,  entitled  to  an  increase  of  12  cents 
per  hour  under  section  7,  Article  IT  of  Decision  No.  2.  or  an  increase 
of  8i  cents  per  hour  under  section  9,  Article  II  of  said  decision  i 
/Statement. — Under  the  direction  of  a foreman,  the  employees  in 
question  are  engaged  in  the  loading  and  unloading  of  lumber  and 
other  material  from  cars  in  the  yards  adjacent  to  the  storehouse, 
and  distributing  and  piling  the  lumber  unloaded,  and  the  employees 
contend  that  they  are  entitled  to  the  increases  s]>3cified  for  freight 
handlers  and  trackers  in  section  *7,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2, 
basing  their  claim  in  part  on  the  fact  that  the  employees  in  cpiestion 
receive  the  S!<me  rate  of  pay  as  truckers  or  freight  handlers  under 
Supplement  No.  T to  General  Order  No.  27  of  the  United  States 
Eailroad  Administration. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  employees  in  ques- 
tion are  not  station,  platform,  or  storeroom  freight  handler.s  or 
truckers,  or  others  similarly  engaged  within  the  intent  of  section  7, 
Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2.  Position  of  carrier  is  therefore  sus- 
tained. 


DECISION  NO.  186.— DOCKET  267, 


Chicago,  III.,  June  lo,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and*  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  Paid  & Saalt  Ste.  Marie  Raii- 
v/ay  Co. 

Question. — Are  employees  engaged  tinder  the  supervision  of  a 
foreman  in  the  rearrangement  of  contents  of  cars  not  loaded  in  com- 
j)liance  with  Master  Car  Builders’  rales,  transferring  of  loads  from 
bad-order  cars,  removing  ice  from  refrigerator  cars,  unloading  wood 
at  engine  house,  occasionally  shoveling  snow,  and  performing  other 
work  in  connection  with  derailments  in  yards  at  Stevens  Point,  Wis., 
entitled  to  an  increase  of  12  cents  per  hour  under  section  T,  Article 
II  of  Decision  No.  2,  or  an  increase  of  81  cents  per  hour  under  section 
9,  Article  II  of  said  decision? 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  employees  in  ques- 
tion are  not  station,  platform,  or  storeroom  freight  handlers  or 
truckers,  or  others  similarly  employed  within  the  intent  of  section 
7,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2.  Position  of  carrier  is  therefore  sus- 
tained. 
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DECISION  NO.  187.— DOCKET’  269. 

Chicavo,  ///.,  Jime  15,  1921. 

J.  E,  Harron  and  138  Other  Employees  v,  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Application  of  Decision  No,  3 to  “ part-time  employees 
of  the  American^iiailway  Express  Co. 

Statement. — TlAs  dispute  was  presented  to  the  Labor  Board  upon 
a written  petition  signed  by  139  employees  engnxged  in  the  handling 
of  express  shipments  at  the  Grand  Central  Tenninai  and  Forty- 
ninth  Street  Station,  New  York  City,  for  varying  periods  of  from 
one  to  four  hours  |>er  day  after  6 p.  m. 

The  requevSt  of  the  petitioners  is  that  the  increases  authorized  by 
Decision  No.  3 be  applied  to  their  rates  of  pay  as  of  May  1,  1920, 
the  effective  date  of  the  decision.  They  receive  the  same  rate  per 
hour  as  the  regular  employees,  are  engaged  in  the  same  class  of 
work,  and  were  increased  the  same  amount  per  hour— -namely,  16 
cents.  The  increases  for  the  petitioners  were  made  effective  Septem- 
ber 1,  1920,  while  the  increases  for  the  regular  einployees  were  made 
effective  May  1,  1920,  in  accordance  with  Decision  No.  3.  The  peti- 
tioners are*  regularl}’  employed  elsewhere. 

Decision. — Claim  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  188.— DOCKET  271. 

Chicago,  ITL,  June  15,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  (Texas  Lines). 

Question.Shsill  the  increases  provided  in  section  3,  Article  Yll 
of  Decision  No.  2,  covering  train-service  employees  be  applied  to 
certain  employees  of  the  maintenance  of  way  department  assigned 
to  self-propelled  pile-driver  outfit,  instead  of  increases  provided 
in  Article  111  of  Decision  No.  2? 

Statement  of  facts. — The  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and 
Louisiana  operate  a self-propelled  pile  driver  used  by  bridge  and 
building  gangs  in  the  repair  and  rebuilding  of  bridges  and  trestles. 
When  it  is  necessary  for  this  outfit  to  work  on  main  track  an  ex- 
amined conductor  is  placed  in  charge  of  its  movements  and  acts  as 
pilot,  while  two  men  from  the  pile  driver  are  sent  out  to  flag,  one 
in  each  direction,  whenever  pile  driver  is  working  on  main  track. 
These  men  were  classified  and  paid  under  Supplement  No.  8 to 
General  Order  No.  27  and  under  the  national  agreement  of  the  United 
Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Eailway  Shop 
Laborers.  The  men  in  the  pile-driver  gang  have  been  given  the  in- 
creases provided  by  Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2,  and  employees 
claim  that  men  who  are  used  to  flag  should  also  be  paid  increases 
provided  in  section  3,  Article  VII  of  said  decision. 

Decisio^i. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  employees  in  ques- 
tion, within  tlie  meaning  and  intent  of  Decision  No.  2,  come  under 
the  provisions  of  Article  III  of  said  decision.  The  claim  of  the 
employees  is  therefore  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  189.— DOCKET  292. 

Chicof/o,  lU.,  June  15,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railv/ay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  Mrs.  Mary  A.  Carolan, 
switchboard  operator,  who  was  dismissed  from  the  service  September 
11,  1920. 

Decision. — Basing  its  decision  on  the  evidence  before  it.  including 
the  hearing  conducted  by  the  superintendent  of  the  express  com- 
pany at  Springfield,  Mass.,  December  4,  1920,  and  hearing  before  the 
Labor  Board  on  April  7,  1921,  the  Board  decides  that  the  request  for 
reinstatement  of  employee  in  question  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  190.— DOCKET  294. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

BrotherliGod  of  Railv/ay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Erie  Railroad  Co. 

Question.^ — Bequest  for  reinstatement  of  Otto  M.  Calvin,  clerk, 
stores  department,  dismissed  from  the  service  for  insubordination. 

Statement. — The  employee  in  question  was  emplojred  on  a supply 
train  operated  between  Hornell,  N.  Y.,  and  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  and  is 
alleged  to  have  refused  to  carry  out  instructions  of  a superior  officer 
legarding  the  cleaning  of  a car  in  his  charge. 

The  employees  contend  that  Mr.  Calvin  was  dismissed  from  the 
service  on  June  5,  1920,  without  investigation  as  provided  for  in  rule 
32  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and 
Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees, 
and  that  he  was  not  instructed  to  report  for  hearing  on  June  7.  It 
is,  however,  admitted  that  he  was  instructed  to  report  to  the  division 
storekeeper  on  June  7,  but  that  he  failed  to  do  so,  due,  it  is  claimed, 
to  sickness. 

The  carrier  claims  that  Mr.  Calvin  was  taken  out  of  service  June 
5 and  notified  verbally  to  appear  for  hearing  on  June  7 ; that  under 
rule  32  he  should  have  appeared  for  investigation  not  later  than  June 
12,  as  the  rule  provides  that  the  investigation  shall  be  held  within 
seven  days.  Failing  to  appear  for  investigation  on  June  12,  or  prior 
thereto,  he  was  considered  dismissed  from  the  service  for  insubordi- 
nation in  having  failed  to  carry  out  the  instructions  of  the  superior 
officer  in  regard  to  cleaning  the  car  in  his  charge. 

Rule  32  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  reads  as  follows : 

Investigation — Rule  32.  An  employee  who  has  been  in  service  more  than  sixty 
(60)  days  or  whose  application  has  been  formally  approved  shall  not  be  disci- 
plined or  dismissed  without  investigation,  at  which  investigation  he  may  be 
represented  by  an  employee  of  his  choice.  He  may,  however,  be  held  out  oi 
service  pending  snch  investigation.  The  investigation  shall  be  held  within  seven 
(7)  days  of  the  date  when  charged  with  the  offense  or  held  from  service.  A 
decision  will  be  rendered  within  seven  (7)  days  after  the  completion  of  investi- 
gation. 
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This  rule  clearly  provides  that  an  employee  vho  has  been  in  the 
service  more  than  60  days  or  whose  application  has  been  formally 
approv  ed  shall  not  be  disciplined  or  dismissed  without  an  investiga- 
tion. In  this  case  there  is  a A^ariance  of  opinion  between  the  parties 
to  the  dispute  as  to  whether  the  employee  Avas  afforded  tbfe  opportu- 
nity of  investigation  as  provided  63^  the  rule.  This  depends  upon 
Avhat  instructions  were  giA^n  Mr.  Calvin  on  June  5.  It  is  stated  by 
the  employees  that  Mr.  Cahdn  was  sick  on  June  7,  but  that  he  did 
appear  at  the  division  storekeeper’s  office  on  June  12.  No  claim  has 
been  presented  that  he  was  not  able  to  appear  previous  to  June  12, 
and  neither  does  it  appear  that  an  explanation  of  his  failure  to  ap- 
I'^ear  on  June  7 was  offered  until  some  time  after  his  first  intervieAv 
Avith  the  diAusion  storekeeper. 

Decision.— KHqt  careful  consideration  of  the  evidence  before  it, 
including  the  proceedings  of  the  hearing  on  May  2,  1921,  the  Labor 
Board  denies  the  request  for  reinstatement  of  the  emplo^^ee  in 
question. 

DECISION  NO.  191.— DOCKET  308. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Should  the  position  of  office  boy  in  the  office  of  super- 
intendent, Eastern  DiAusion,  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Kailway  Co., 
be  increased  10  cents  per  hour  under  section  5,  Article  II,  of  Decision 
No.  2? 

Statement. — The  employee  in  question  is  designated  on  the  pay 
roll  as  office  boy  at  the  rate  of  $3.11  per  day,  or  $80.86  for  a month  of 
26  da}^s.  In  addition  to  running  errands  this  employee  is  engaged  in 
opening  mail,  sorting  files,  assisting  file  clerk,  attacliing  correspond- 
ence, deliA’^ering  and  distributing  mail,  operating  mimeograph,  and 
addressing  and  mailing  out  circulars  and  correspondence. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  majority  of  the  work  performed 
bj'  this  emploj'ee  is  similar  to  that  of  employees  specified  in  section 
5,  Article  II,  of  Decision  No.  2,  and  that  the  rate  of  the  position 
should  be  increased  10  cents  per  hour  in  accordance  with  that  section. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  position  in  question  has  ahvays  been 
designated  as  office  boy,  and  was  so  classified  and  paid  under  the 
orders  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  and  the  provi- 
sions of  the  clerks’  national  agreement;  that  the  position  has  been 
increased  the  amount  specified  for  office  boj^s  in  section  6,  Article 
II,  of  Decision  No.  2,  and  contends  that  it  was  not  the  intent  of  De- 
cision No.  2 to  change  the  classification  of  employees;  that  the  in- 
creases specified  in  section  5 were  intended  to  be  applied  to  employees 
regularl^^  assigned  to  the  performance  of  work  specified  therein,  and 
that  the  increases  specified  in  section  6 were  intended  to  be  applied 
to  employees  designated  and  paid  as  office  bo^^s. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  position  in  question 
should  not  be  increased  10  cents  per  hour  under  section  5,  Article  II, 
of  Decision  No.  2. 


186 


DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  L.\BOR  BOARD. 


DECISION  NO.  192.— DOCKET  309. 
Chicauo,  lU.,  June  IJ,  1J21. 


Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
a?id  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Eouis-San  Francisco  Railway  Co. 

QvAjsi la'll. — Claim  of  ivirs.  Julia  Bassett,  an  employee  in  the  car 
accountants  orlice,  for  pay  for  time  lost  from  June  15  (x)  June 
1920,  account  of  sickness. 

Statement. — The  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Rail- 
’‘Auiy  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees,  the  rides  of  which  g;overn  the  worldng  (.‘ondilions  of 
employees  in  the  class  of  service  in  which  Mrs.  Bassett  is  engaged, 
does  not  contain  any  speciiic  rule  on  the  question  of  pay  for  sickness 
or  vacation,  but  imder  date  of  January  30, 1920,  the  Director,  Division 
of  Operation,  Ignited  States  Sailroad  Administratifui,  issued  the 
following  telegraphic  iristi'iictions  to  the  regional  directors  and  this 
telegram  was  understood  to  become  a part  of  the  agreement : 

Many  qnostions  have  r.riseu  as  to  p?yraent  for  thne  lost  accovmt:  vocations  and 
wick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  I'.iih  Brotherhood 
of  itailv/ay  and  Steainslng)  Clerks,  Freight  Handiens,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees, dated  Jamnn.y  13.  1920. 

The  agreement  is  silent  on  this  point,  but  it  was  the  understanding  that  ex- 
isting practice's  as  to  vactitlons  and  ,sick  leave  would  remain  In  effect.  PIea.se 
have  this  understood  by  Federal  managers. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  under  the  past  practice 
on  the  St.  Loiiis-San  Francisco  Ilailway  the  employee  in  question  is 
not  entitled  to  pay  for  time  lost  from  June  15  to  tfune  28,  1920.  Be- 
quest of  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  .NO.  193.— DOCKET  310. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  1.5,  1921. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  y.  IndianapoIiB  Union  Railway  Co. 

^^^d<§/ipPt.,"™Adjustment  of  inequalities  in  rates  of  pay  of  tele- 
phone operators  on  Union  Tracks  and  Belt  Division,  Indianapolis 
Union  Railway,  Indianapolis,  Ind. 

Statement. — Prior  to  Federal  control  employees  engaged  in  the 
operation  of  switches  and  signals  at  the  several  stations  and  junc- 
tion points  on  the  Belt  Railroad  received  $75  per  month  and  at  sta- 
tions on  the  LTiiion  Tracks  $80  per  month  and  worked  9 hours  a 
day.  Where  more  than  one  man  was  required  to  handle  the  work 
an  assistant  switchtender  was  engaged  at  rate  of  $70  per  month  for 
a period  of  12  hours  per  day. 

Under  a ruling  of  the  Director  General  of  the  United  States  Rail- 
road Administration,  contained  in  Interpretation  No.  4 to  Supple- 
ment No.  13  to  General  Order  No.  27,  the  switchtenders  were  classed 
as  telephone  operators  and  those  at  the  Belt  Tracks  stations  paid  at 
rate  of  54J  cents  per  hour  and  those  at  the  Union  Tracks  stations 
paid  at  rate  of  52  cents  per  hour,  eight  hours  to  constitute  a day’s 
work.  Employees  formerly  classed  as  assistant  switchtenders  were 
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classified  as  switcliteiiders  and  paid  in  accordance  with  Supplement 
No.  16  to  General  Order  No.  27. 

At  the  present  time,  as  a result  of  the  application  of  the  in- 
creases specified  in  Decision  No.  2,  the  telephone  operators  on  the 
Union  Tracks  re(*eive  64J  cents  per  hour  and  those  on  the  Belt 
Trades  62  cents  per  hour.  Svv'itchtenders  on  both  the  Union  and 
Beit  Tracks  receive  63  cents  per  hour. 

The  employees  state  that  inasmuch  as  the  same  traming  and  skill 
is  required  of  the  telephone  operators  on  both  the  Union  and  Belt 
Tracks,  and  the  same  degree  of  responsibility  obtains  on  both  divi- 
sions. that  an  inequality  exists  for  work  of  similar  scope  and  re- 
sponsibility, and  request  that  the  telephone  operators  on  the  Belt 
Division  be  paid  the  same  rates  as  those  on  the  Union  Tracks 
Division. 

The  carriei  states  that  the  Belt  Tracks  are  used  for  freight-train 
movements  and  the  Union  Tracks  for  passenger-traiii  and  sv/itching 
movements,  arxd  contends  that  greater  skill,  training,  and  responsi- 
bility is  required  of  the  employees  on  the  Union  Tracks. 

Decision. — The  evidence  1)efore  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  dif- 
ferentials in  favor  of  the  telephone  operators  on  the  Union  Tracks 
have  existed  for  many  years  under  conditions  of  service  which  have 
not  been  substantially  changed,  and  that  the  increases  specified  in  De- 
cision No.  2 issued  by  this  Board  for  the  classes  of  employees  in- 
volved in  this  dispute  have  been  added  to  the  rates  established  by 
or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Admin- 
istration. 

Request  of  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  194.— DOCKET  337. 

Chicago,  June  15,  1921. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Wabash  Railway  Co. 

Adjustment  of  inequalities  in  rates  of  pay  for  positions 
ill  station  and  telegraph  service. 

Supplement  No.  13  to  General  Order  No.  27  of  the 
United  States  Railroad  Administration  established  certain  increases 
for  positions  in  station  and  telegraph  service  which  were  based  on 
the  rates  in  eifecr  December  31,  1917.  Prior  to  the  period  of  Fed- 
eral control  negotiations  for  increases  in  rates  of  pay  for  positions 
in  station  and  telegraph  service  on  various  railroads  in  the  terri- 
tory served  by  the  carrier  in  question  were  in  progress,  but  an  agree- 
ment as  to  extra  compensation  for  Sunday  and  holiday  service  or  the 
establishment  of  a 26-day  month  for  positions  in  station  and  tele- 
graph service  on  the  Wabash  Railway  had  not  been  completed  when 
General  Order  No.  8 of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration 
suspended  further  consideration  of  wage  adjustment  or  schedule 
revision,  pending  action  of  a commission  of  the  Railroad  Administra- 
tion to  be  appointed  for  this  purpose. 

The  employees  in  station  and  telegraph  service  not  having  reached 
an  agreement  with  the  carrier  on  the  establishment  of  a 26-day  month 
or  payment  of  extra  compensation  for  Sunday  and  holiday  service, 
the  application  of  the  increases  as  specified  in  Supplement  No.  13 
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and  Interpretation  No.  8 thereto  resulted  in  the  creation  of  inequali- 
ties in  rates  of  pay  for  positions  in  station  and  telegraph  service  on 
the  Wabash  Railway  as  compared  with  other  railroads  serving  con- 
tiguous territory. 

The  employees  request  that  the  inequalities  in  rates  of  pay  for  posi- 
tions in  station  and  telegraph  service  be  readjusted  in  order  to  restore 
the  relationship  existing  between  positions  in  this  service  on  the  car- 
rier in  question  and  other  railroads  serving  contiguous  territory  prior 
to  the  period  of  Federal  control. 

The  carrier  states  that  all  of  the  wage  orders  of  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration  have  been  applied  in  strict  accordance  with 
the  language  thereof,  and  that  the  average  rate  of  pay  of  positions 
in  station  and  telegraph  service,  affected  as  it  is  by  the  varying  num- 
ber of  positions  at  different  rates  of  pay,  is  not  an  accurate  measure  of 
comparison,  and  contends  that  no  further  increases  should  be  made. 

The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the  wage  orders 
of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  affecting  the  class  of 
employees  involved  in  this  dispute  have  been  properly  applied  and 
that  the  increases  specified  in  Article  V,  Decision  No.  2,  issued  by  this 
Board  for  employees  in  station  and  telegraph  service  have  been 
added  to  the  rates  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United 
States  Railroad  Administration, 

The  request  of  the  employees  involves  an  increase  of  $0.0534  per 
hour  to  all  positions  in  the  station  and  telegraph  service  in  addition 
to  increases  established  in  Article  V of  Decision  No.  2. 

Decision, of  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  195.— DOCKET  339. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Rail- 
way Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  Dispatcher  Streiff  for  an  additional  day’s 
compensation  account  of  working,  in  addition  to  his  own,  the  terri- 
tory of  a dispatcher  off  sick. 

t^tatement. — On  July  9,  1920,  the  dispatcher  assigned  to  first  trick 
north  reported  sick.  Idiere  being  no  relief  dispatcher  available,  Mr. 
Streiff,  who  was  assigned  to  first  trick  east,  was  assigned  to  first  trick 
north  and  east.  The  dispatcher  Avho  was  taken  sick  received  pay  for 
the  time  he  was  off.  Employees  have  requested  that  Mr.  Streiff  be 
paid  the  regular  rate  of  both  positions. 

Decision. — Request  that  Dispatcher  Streiff  be  paid  the  rate  of 
both  positions  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  196.— DOCKET  341. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Central  of  Georgia  Railway  Co. 

Question.- — Request  for  reinstatement  of  W.  H.  Alexander  wdth 
pay  for  time  lost  since  date  of  his  leaving  the  service  of  the  Central 
or  Georgia  Railway  Co.,  May  24,  1920. 
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Decision: — Basing  this  decision  on  the  evidence  presented,  includ- 
ing affidavits  introduced  at  hearing  on  Ma3^  2,  1921,  the  Labor  Board 
decides  that  the  request  of  the  emplo^^ees  for  reinstatement  of  W.  H. 
Alexander  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  197.— DOCKET  343. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Erie  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Pay  for  time  lost  by  clerical  employees  during  the 
period  of  an  unauthorized  strike  of  train  and  engine  service  em- 
ployees in  the  month  of  April,  1920. 

tStatement. — In  the  month  of  April,  1920,  employees  in  train  and 
engine  service  at  different  points  ceased  work  for  varying  periods  of 
from  three  days  to  two  weeks,  during  which  time  employees  in  cleri- 
cal and  station  service  were  temporarily  laid  off. 

The  employees  claim  that  rule  66  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement 
provides  for  six  da}^s’  work  per  week,  that  rule  86  of  the  clerks’ 
national  agreement  continues  in  effect  the  rates  of  pay  established 
by  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27,  and  that 'section  312 
of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  provides  that  rate  of  pa^/  shall  not 
be  reduced;  and  contend  that  the  employees  who  were  required  to 
suspend  work  during  the  period  of  the  unauthorized  strike  should  be 
reimbursed  for  all  time  lost. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  employees  in  question  were  laid  off 
six  to  eight  days  each  at  a time  when  no  one  could  anticipate  how 
long  they  would  be  out  of  service,  that  the  carrier  has  a right  to 
reduce  forces  where  conditions  justify,  and  that  employees  in  ques- 
tion are  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  the  period  that  they  were 
required  to  suspend  work  in  the  month  of  April,  1920.  The  carrier 
further  states  that  at  the  time  the  national  agreement  was  negotiated 
the  conditions  which  obtained  in  the  month  of  April,  1920,  were 
neither  foreseen  nor  provided  for  by  any  specific  provision  thereof, 
and  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  agreement  which  could  be  construed 
to  deprive  the  railroad  of  the  right  to  curtail  its  forces  when  con- 
ditions justify. 

Declsion,--°C\2i\m  of  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  198.— DOCKET  344, 

Chicago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Pay  for  time  lost  by  clerical  employees  during  the 
period  of  an  unauthorized  strike  of  train  and  engine  service  em- 
iffoyees  in  month  of  April,  1920. 

Statement. — In  the  month  of  April,  1920,  emploj^ees  in  train  and 
engine  service  at  different  points  ceased  work  for  varying  periods  of 
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from  three  days  to  two  weeks,  during  which  tin':  emidoyee-  of  .-leri- 
cal  rand  station  service  were  temporarily  laid  off. 

The  employees  state  that  rule  GO  of  the  clerk.''  national 
ment  provides  for  six  days’  work  per  week,  that  rule  80  of  the  c'erk'' 
national  ngreement  continues  in  effect  the  rate.-  of  })a v estrJdi-^he  1 
by  Supplement  No.  T to  General  Order  No.  27,  and  tiia:;  section  HI  ' 
of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  provides  that  rate  of  ]>ay  sha  H '’  ro 
be  reduced;  and  contend  that  tlie  employees  who  were  reqidr>-  • co 
su;3pend  -vYork  during  the  period  of  the  unauihorized  .st - ike  shoiihl 
r'eimbiirsed  for  all  time  lost. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  employees  in  question  were  laid  off  from 
sb:  to  eight  days  each  at  a time  when  no  one  could  anticii)ate  ho-v 
long  thej^  would  be  out  of  service,  and  it  was  possible  that  work 
would  not  be  resumed  for  a laeriod  of  a month  or  more,  tliat  the 
carrier  has  the  right  to  reduce  forces  Vvliere  conditions  justify,  and 
that  the  employees  in  question  are  not  entitled  to  com])ensation  for 
the  period  that  they  veere  required  to  suspend  work  in  the  month  of 
April,  1920.  The  carrier  further  states  that  there  is  nothing  in  the 
cl(3rks’  national  agreement  which  could  be  construed  to  depri^/e  a 
railroad  of  the  right  to  curtail  its  forces  as  conditions  justify,  and 
that  a suspension  of  work  under  the  circumstances  in  tins  case  vra-i 
neither  anticipated  nor  provided  for  at  the  time  that  this  agreement 
vras  executed. 

I?eci5‘'ion,~-ClsLim  of  employees  denied. 


DECISION  NO,  199.— DOCKET  346. 

Chicago,  III,,  June  U,  1921, 

Brotherhood,  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System), 

Question. — Eeinstatement  of  Frank  D.  Cruse,  clerk  in  yard  oflice, 
Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  dismissed  from  the  service  April  19,  1920. 

Basing  its  decision  on  the  evidence  before  it,  including 
the  proceedings  of  hearing  on  May  26,  1921,  the  Labor  Board  decides 
that  request  for  reinstatement  of  emploi^^ee  in  question  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  200.— DOCKET  347. 

CMcago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway. 

Question. — Application  of  Decision  No.  2 to  position  of  shop  aC' 
countant  at  Denison,  Tex. 

Statement. — The  position  of  shop  accountant  at  the  station  in  ques- 
tion is  considered  by  the  carrier  one  of  a supervisory  character  not 
wdthin  the  scope  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of 
Kailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Flandlers,  Express  and  Sta~ 
tion  Employees,  and  not  included  in  Decision  No.  2 of  the  Labor 
Board. 
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The  emplo^^ees  contend  that  the  occupant  of  this  position  should  be 
classified  as  a subordinate  official  as  defined  in  the  Transportation 
Act,  1920,  and  should  be  increased  the  amount  specified  for  clerical 
supervisory  forces  in  section  1 of  Article  IL  from  the  elective  date 
of  Decision  No.  2. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  incumbent  of  this  position  is  authorized 
to  employ  and  discipline  employees,  that  he  has  jurisdiction  over 
accounting'  matters  in  the  mechanical  department  of  the  Missouri, 
Kansas  & Texas  EaiTway  in  Texas,  and  IVichita  Falls  & North- 
western Eaihvay,  and  that  his  position  is  not  included  in  Decision 
No.  2 of  the  Board. 

Decision. — In  the  opinion  of  the  Labor  Board  the  position  in  ques- 
tion is  not  included  in  Decision  No.  2. 


DECISION  NO.  201.— DOCKET  350. 

CUeago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steaimship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Rail- 
way Co, 

Question. — Does  the  position  of  d^ot  foreman  at  Pearl  Street 
and  Central  Avenue  freight  station,  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  come  within 
the  vseope  of  the  national  agi*eement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees as  defined  in  Article  I thereof? 

Statement. — The  depot  foreman  at  the  station  in  question  has  di- 
rect supervision  over  an  assistant  foreman,  a supervisor  of  loading, 
and  a superv  isor  of  unloading. 

The  employees  state  that  the  foreman  excepted  from  the  provision 
of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  by  paragraph  2 of  “ Exceptions,” 
rule  1 of  Article  I,  are  those  who  supervise  foremen  at  nnore  than 
one  station  and  not  foremen  whose  authority.and  supervision  is  con- 
fined to  the  station  at  which  they  are  employed. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  depot  foreman  at  the  station  in  question 
has  direct  supervision  over  an  assistant  foreman,  a supervisor  of 
loading,  and  a supervisor  of  unloading,  and  contends  that  these 
positions  are  subforemen  within  the  meaning  of  section  (£>),  rule  1 
of  Article  I of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

The  evidence  ])ofore  the  Labor  Board  show's  that  the  supervisoi’ 
of  loading  is  in  charge  of  40  employees  engaged  in  the  receiving, 
checking,  and  loading  of  freight;  that  the  supervisor  of  unloading 
is  in  charge  of  65  employees  engaged  in  the  delivery,  checking,  and 
unloading  of  freight ; and  that  these  supervisors  .report  to  an  assist- 
ant foreman  who  also  has  jurisdiction  over  the  other  employees  en- 
gaged in  the  handling  of  freight  on  the  team  tracks.  The  assistant 
foreman  reports  to  and  receives  instructions  from  the  depot  foreman 
whose  position  is  the  subject  of  this  dispute. 

Article  I of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  defines  the  scope  of  the 
agreement  and  provides  in  paragraph  (5)  under  the  title  of  ‘^Ex- 
ceptions,” rule  1,  that  the  agreement  shall  not  apply  to  certain  em- 
ployees among  w'hom  are  foremen  >yho  supervise  subforemen. 
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Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  position  in  question 
is  that  of  a foreman  who  supervises  subforemen;  therefore,  it  does 
not  come  within  the  scope  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement.  Re- 
quest of  employees  that  it  be  bulletined  for  bid  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  202.— DOCKET  359. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineers  v.  Terminal  Railroad 
Association  of  St.  Louis. 

Question. — (a)  Shall  certain  stationary  engineers  required  to  work 
in  excess  of  204  hours  per  month  receive  extra  payment  account  of 
service  performed  on  Sundays  and  holidays  ? 

(h)  Shall  employees  laid  off  account  reduction  in  force  subsequent 
to  May  1,  1920,  be  allowed  back  pay  ? 

Statement. — The  representatives  of  the  employees  claim  that  there 
are  several  monthly-rated  stationary  engineers  who  received  an  in- 
crease under  Decision  No.  2 based  on  204  hours  per  month,  and  v\dio 
are  now  recjuired  to  work  on  Sundays  and  holidays  without  addi- 
tional compensation  therefor.  It  is  claimed  by  the  representatives 
that  Decision  No.  2 recognized  the  principle  of  204  hours  and 
therefore  claim  overtime  for  Sunday  and  holiday  work. 

It  is  the  further  contention  of  the  employees  that  certain  employees 
were  laid  off  subsequent  to  May  1,  1920,  account  of  the  close  of  the 
season  requiring  the  operation  of  heating  plants,  who  were  not 
allowed  back  pay  for  service  performed  after  May  1,  which  it  is 
claimed  is  due  them. 

Decision. — {a)  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2 covers  siiui- 
dar  question  as  to  extra  payment  for  service  in  excess  of  204  hours 
per  month,  and  should  govern  in  this  dispute. 

(6)  Item  No.  2 of  decision  incorporated  in  Interpretation  No.  19 
to  Decision  No.  2 reads: 

Employees  in  the  service  of  the  carrier  12.01  a.  m.,  May  1,  1920,  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  decision,  or  who  entere<l  the  service  subsequent  to  such  date, 
but  who  were  laid  off  account  of  reduction  in  force,  and  for  this  reason  were 
not  in  the  service  12.01  a.  m.,  .July  20,  1920,  shall  be  allowed  back  pay  for 
services  performed  during  the  retroactive  period. 

The  employees  in  question  should  therefore  be  allowed  back  pay 
accordingly. 


DECISION  NO.  203.— DOCKET  363. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  15,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Should  the  position  of  office  boy  in  the  treasury  de- 
partment be  increased  10  cents  per  hour  under  section  5,  Article  II 
of  Decision  No.  2? 

Statement. — The  employee  in  question  is  designated  on  the  pay 
roll  as  office  boy  and  paid  at  the  rate  of  $2.36  per  day,  or  $61.36  for 
a month  of  26  days.  In  addition  to  running  errands  this  employee 
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is  engaged  in  the  assorting  and  distribution  of  mail  and  perforating 
of  pay  drafts. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  majority  of  the  work  performed 
by  this  employee  is  similar  to  that  specified  in  section  5,  Article  II 
of  Decision  No.  2,  and  that  the  position  should  be  increased  10  cents 
per  hour  in  accordance  with  that  section. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  position  in  question  has  always  been 
designated  as  “ office  boy,”  and  was  so  classified  and  paid  under  the 
orders  of  the  United  States  Kailroad  Administration  and  provisions 
of  the  clerks’  national  agreement ; that  the  position  has  been  increased 
the  amount  specified  for  office  boys  in  section  6,  Article  II  of  De- 
cision No.  2;  and  contends  that  it  was  not  the  intent  of  Decision  No.  2 
to  change  the  classification  of  employees,  but  that  the  increases  speci- 
fied in  section  5 were  intended  to  be  applied  to  employees  regularly 
assigned  to  the  performance  of  work  referred  to  therein,  and  the  in- 
creases specified  in  section  6 to  employees  designated  and  paid  as 
office  boy. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  position  in  question 
should  not  be  increased  10  cents  per  hour  under  section  5,  Article  II, 
of  Decision  No.  2. 


DECISION  NO.  204.— DOCKET  124. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  16,  19^1. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis  Railw'ay. 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  reinstate- 
ment of  E.  J.  Moore,  former  section  foreman  on  the  Nashville,  Chat- 
tanooga & St.  Louis  Railway,  who  was  discharged  for  alleged  in- 
competency and  unsatisfactory  service. 

The  facts  in  the  case  and  the  contentions  of  the  respective  parties 
to  the  controversy  have  been  summarized  by  the  Labor  Board  as 
follows : 

Statement  of  facts. — On  April  1,  1920,  E.  J.  Moore,  foreman  on 
section  No.  26  of  the  Paducah  & Memphis  Division,  with  headquar- 
ters at  Cordova,  Tenn.,  was  discharged  for  alleged  incompetency  and 
unsatisfactory  service.  On  April  15,  1920,  at  his  request,  Mr.  Moore 
was  accordecl  a hearing  by  Superintendent  W.  J.  Hills.  At  this 
hearing  he  was  represented  by  fellow  employees  of  his  own  selection 
and  the  division  officials  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance 
of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers.  Mr.  Hills,  superin- 
tendent, denied  the  request  for  reinstatement,  and  an  appeal  was 
taken  to  the  chief  en^neer  and  to  the  general  manager,  who  sus- 
tained Mr.  Hills’  position.  Being  unable  to  agree,  the  case  was 
therefore  referred  to  the  Labor  Board. 

EmpLoijees'^  position. — The  employees  contend  that  Mr.  Moore  is 
a competent  section  foreman,  that  he  was  in  the  service  of  the  com- 
pany 17  years,  was  promoted  to  section  foreman  about  one  year 
after  entering  the  service,  and  served  as  section  foreman  for  15 
years  and  10  months.  He  was  transferred  from  section  No.  23  to 
section  No.  26  about  three  years  ago. 
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Ill  the  year  1914  there  were  14.000  ties  put  in  on  section  Xo.  26, 
and  at  the  time  Mr.  Moore  took  this  section  it  had  be.<jrun  to  "o.  down 
and  on  account  of  defects  developing  so  fast  and  the  scarcity  of 
competent  labor  and  material  at  that  time,  Mr.  Moore  was  unable 
to  recover  it  with  the  force  he  could  employ  and  not  on  account  of 
his  incompetency. 

The  records  do  not  show  that  Mr.  Moore  was  ever  disciplined 
during  his  entire  service  except  in  the  case  of  derailment  of  a pas- 
senger train  mentioned  in  the  evidence,  as  a result  of  which  he  re- 
ceived 30  days’  record  suspension.  The  derailment  was  not  alto- 
gether due  to  the  fault  of  Mr.  Moore,  the  investigation  shovv^ing  that 
the  engineman  was  running  at  excessive  speed.  The  engineman  re- 
ceived discipline  similar  to  that  of  Mr.  Moore. 

Therefore,  the  employees  contend  that  Mr.  Moore  was  unjustly 
discharged  and  should  be  reinstated  and  paid  for  all  time  lost. 

Railroa-(M8  position. — The  railroad  management  contends  that  in- 
vestigation developed  that  Mr.  Moore  was  supplied  with  labor  and 
material  equivalent  to  that  supplied  to  other  section  foremen; 
further,  that  the  fact  that  he  had  been  in  the  service  for  17  years 
could  not  be  taken  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  continued  competency 
and  trustworthiness ; that  Mr.  Moore  continually  exhibited  evidence 
of  incompetency  and  neglect  of  diit7/,  which  was  overlooked  hj  the 
supervisor  with  the  hope  that  he  would  eventually  be  able  to  m.ake 
a reliable  foreman  out  of  Mr.  Moore;  and  that  in  view  of  his  in- 
competency  the  railroad  company  was  justified  in  dismissing  him. 
from  the  service. 

Decisio'n.- — In  view  of  the  evidence  submitted,  the  Labor  Board 
decides  that  the  railroad  management  was  justified  in  dismissing 
E.  J.  Moore  from  the  service. 

Claim  of  the'  employees  for  reinstatement  of  E.  J.  Moore  is  there- 
fore denied. 


DECISION  NO.  205.— DOCKET  398. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  23,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  P.  of  L.  CPederated  Shop  Crafts),  v, 
Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway;  The  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway 
of  Texas;  Wichita  Falls  & Northwestern  Railway* 

Question— The  parties  in  this  case  undertook  to  proceed,  under 
the  directions  of  Decision  Xo.  119,  with  the  negotiation  of  an  agree- 
meut  as  to  rules  and  working  conditions.  At  the  outset  the  question 
arose  between  the  parties  as  to  whether  an  agreement  should  be, 
made  with  each  of  the  six  shop  crafts  or  with  the  Federated  Shop 
Crafts,  representing  said  six  crafts. 

Statement.— The  carriers  contend  that  they  had  the  right  to  insist 
that  a separate  agreement  should  be  made  with  each  of  said  crafts. 
The  carriers  concede  that  the  six  organizations  hereinafter  named 
and  comprising  System  Federation  Xo.  8 of  the  Railway  Employees’ 
Department,  American  Federation  of  Labor,  represent  a majority 
of  each  craft  or  class,  of  the  employees  directhy  concerned.  The  car- 
rier objected  to  the  caption  offered  hj  the  representatives  of  the  fed- 
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erated  crafts  on  the  ground  that  it  would  be  giving  undue  promi- 
nence to  the  federation;  also  that  it  was  inipractical  and  generally 
objectionable  to  make  one  agreement  to  cover  the  federated  crafts. 

The  Federated  Shop  Crafts  contend — and  the  facts  in  the  case 
are — that  it  has  long  been  the  policy  of  these  carriers  to  recognize 
and  do  business  with  a committee  representing  the  federated  crafts; 
that  joint  agreements  were  negotiated  prior  to  January  1,  1918; 
that  they  are  in  every  respect  attempting  to  comply  with  tlie  pro- 
visions of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920.  and  the  I^abor  Board’s  Deci- 
sion 1^0.  119;  and  that  they  are  wholly  within  their  rights  when  they 
insist  upon  an  agreement  being  made  with  the  organization  of  their 
choice. 

d'he  matter  was  presented  to  the  Labor  Board  in  the  fomi  of  a 
jointly  signed  submission. 

Decisio7h. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  work  of  the  six 
shop  crafts  and  the  conditions  under  which  it  is  performed  are  so 
similar  in  tlieir  main  characteristics  as  to  make  it  practicable  and 
economical  to  treat  said  crafts  as  constituting  such  nii  organization 
or  class  of  employees  as  is  contemplated  in  the  Transportation  Act, 
1920,  and  in  Decision  No,  119  of  the  Labor  Boai=<f  for  the  purpose 
in  question,  and  that  said  six  shop  crafts  may  negotiate  and  enter 
into  said  agreement  jointly  through  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  if 
they  so  elect,  pi’ovided  said  system  federation  represents  a majority 
of  each  craft  or  class. 

This  decision  siiall  not  operate  to  prevent  the  negotiation  of  such 
special  rules  for  employees  represented  in  other  departments  as 
are  necessary  for  the  economical  operation  of  such  depaT-tments  and 
are  peculiarly  applicable  to  the  nature  of  the  work  and  the  condi- 
tions surrounding  it  in  said  other  departments  as  distinguislied 
from  the  more  highly  specir»lized  work  of  the  maintenance  of  equip- 
ment department. 

In  order  tliat  there  may  be  no  misunderstanding  as  to  the  matter 
in  dispute  the  Board  directs  that  the  caption  of  said  agreement 
shall  be  as  follows: 

Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway. 
jMis.souri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway  of  Texas. 

Wichita  Fali.s  & Northwestern  Railway. 

C.  E.  Schaff,  Receiver, 


Agreement 

between 

C.  E.  ScHAFF,  Receiver. 

and  nil  that  class  of  employees  represented  by 

Sy.stem  Federation  No.  8. 

Railway  Employees’  Department.  A.  F.  of  L. 

Mechanical  Section  No.  1 Thereof  ; 

1.  International  Association  of  IMachinists, 

2.  International  Brollierhood  of  Boilermakers,  Iron  Ship  Builders  and 
Helpers  of  America. 

3.  Iiiternational  Bi-otlierliood  of  Blacksmiths.  Drop  For.2:ers  ami  Helpers. 

4.  International  Alliance  of  Amalgamated  Sheet  IMetal  Workers. 

5.  International  Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers. 

G.  Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen  of  America. 

It  is  under.sto<Hl  that  this  agreement  shall  apply  to  those  iidm  perform  the 
work  specified  in  this  agreement  in  the  maintenance  of  equipment,  mainte- 
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nance  of  way,  signal  maintenance,  telegraph  maintenance,  and  all  other  depart- 
ments of  these  companies  wherein  work  covered  by  this  agreement  is  per- 
formed. 


DECISION  NO.  206.— DOCKET  228. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  16,  1921. 

Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Chicago  Great  Western  Railroad  Co. 

Question, — Shall  Frank  McCarron,  formerly  car  inspector  of  the 
Chicago  Great  Western  Kaiiroad  Co.,  at  Oelwein,  Iowa,  be  reinstated 
with  full  seniority  rights  and  paid  for  all  time  lost  ? 

Statement  of  facts. — Application  for  decision  was  duly  filed  by 
the  employees’  representatives  and  hearing  conducted  in  connection 
with  dispute  involving  the  dismissal  of  Frank  McCarron.  The  facts 
are  summarized  as  follows : 

Frank  McCarron  served  in  the  capacity  of  car  inspector  at  Oel- 
wein, Iowa.  On  June  21,  1920,  on  account  of  alleged  failure  to 
report  promptly  a bad-order  car  in  stock  train,  he  was  called  to 
the  office  of  foreman  and  reprimanded  for  his  alleged  negligence, 
after  which  he  left  the  foreman’s  office  and  returned  to  the  yard  and 
was  later  sent  home. 

Employees’’  position.— T'n.o,  employees’  position  is  summarized  as 
follows : 

d'he  employees  claim  that  rule  37  of  the  national  agreement  was 
violated  by  dismissing  Car  Inspector  McCarron  without  first  being 
given  an  investigation,  and  therefore  contend  that  he  should  be 
reinstated  with  full  seniority  rights  and  paid  for  all  time  lost,  and 
after  such  reinstatement  that  investigation  should  be  held  in  accord- 
ance with  rule  37  of  the  national  agreement. 

Railroad? s position. — Following  is  a summarization  of  the  posi- 
tion of  the  management: 

It  is  contended  that  the  employee  in  question  failed  to  report  a 
bad-order  car  to  yard  office  promptly,  resulting  in  serious  delay  to 
stock  train  already  behind  schedule;  that  upon  being  called  to  the 
office  in  regard  to  his  negligence  he  assumed  an  extremely  insubordi- 
nate attitude,  finally  vacating  the  premises  and  repaired  to  another 
part  of  the  yard  and  sat  down  on  a rail  to  pout,  and  that  under  the 
circumstances  the  repair  track  foreman  adopted  the  only  course  open 
to  him  and  therefore  directed  the  foreman  to  send  McCarron  home. 
The  management  claims  that  arrangements  were  made  to  conduct  in- 
vestigation on  June  23,  McCarron  having  assented  to  be  present,  but 
were  later  advised  that  McCarron  had  left  the  city,  and,  therefore, 
investigation  would  not  be  held. 

The  management  therefore  contends  that  it  was  justified  in  send- 
ing Mr.  McCarron  home  in  view  of  the  extremely  insubordinate 
attitude  assumed  by  him,  and  that  their  willing*ness  and  effort  to  con- 
duct an  investigation  on  June  23  indicates  their  desire  to  deal  fairly 
and  in  conformity  with  their  understanding  of  the  national  agree- 
ment. ^ 

Decision. — -The  Labor  Board  decides  upon  the  evidence  submitted 
that  the  carrier  violated  rule  37,  but  that  inasmuch  as  the  carrier 
arranged  for  an  investigation  two  days  after  the  plaintiff  was  sent 
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home,  which  investigation  he  failed  to  attend,  although  properly 
notified,  reinstatement  with  pay  for  all  time  lost  is  not  warranted 
and  therefore  denies  the  employees’  claim. 

If  the  plaintiff  had  attended  the  investigation  which  was  ar- 
ranged for  by  the  carrier  on  June  23,  two  days  after  the  employee 
was  sent  home,  and  it  had  been  found  that  the  discipline  adminis- 
tered had  not  been  justified,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  rein- 
statement with  pay  for  the  loss  of  two  days’  time. 

The  Labor  Board  must  insist  that  the  carrier  should  not  violate 
rule  37  as  modified  by  Principle  8 of  Decision  No.  119. 


DECISION  NO.  207.— DOCKET  229. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  16,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.. Bangor  & Aroostook  Rail- 
road Co. 

Question. — Application  of  Article  IX,  Decision  No.  5,  issued  by 
the  Labor  Board,  to  signal  employees  on  the  Bangor  & Aroostook 
Kailroad,  and  claim  for  reinstatement  and  pay  for  all  time  lost  for 
the  following  emplo^^ees:  G.  E.  Mooers,  B.  A.  Young,  O.  E.  Fairley, 
and  B.  B.  Thomas. 

Decision. — These  employees  were  not  a party  to  or  included  in 
the  proceedings  which  resulted  in  the  issuance  of  Decision  No.  5 ; 
neither  were  they  a party  to  or  included  in  the  proceedings  which 
resulted  in  the  issuance  of  Decision  No.  2 of  the  Labor  Board. 

The  request  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied  and  the  case  dis- 
missed without  prejudice  as  to  the  rights  of  either  party  should  they 
or  either  of  them  seek  to  determine,  by  due  process  of  law,  their  rights 
as  to  any  other  question  raised  but  not  decided  by  this  action. 


DECISION  NO.  208.— DOCKET  235. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  16.  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Michigan  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  pay  for  road 
service  performed  by  certain  building  department  employees. 

The  facts  in  the  case  have  been  summarized  bj"  the  Labor  Board  as 
follows : 

Statement  of  facts.— On  March  8,  1920,  three  carpenters  of  the 
bridge  and  building  department,  who  maintained  headquarters  in 
outfit  care  in  Jackson,  Mich.,  reported  to  work  at  the  usual  hour,  viz., 
7 a.  m.  At  10.20  a.  m.  on  the  morning  of  the  same  day  the  three  em- 
ployees in  question  were  dispatched  from  Jackson  on  train,  without 
outfit  car,  to  Wasepi,  a distance  of  61  miles  from  Jackson,  to  repair  a 
smokestack  in  boiler  house  at  the  track  tank.  The  employees  arrived 
at  Wasepi  at  1.50  p.  m.,  and  the  work  was  completed  by  3.45  p.  m. 
They  left  Wasepi  at  9.37  p.  m.,  arriving  at  Jackson  12.40  a.  m.  March 
9.  For  the  above  time  and  service  the  employees  were  allowed  10 
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hours’  pay  at  pro  rata  rates,  under  section  (/)  Article  V of  the  na- 
tional agieemeiit  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way 
Employees  and  Bail  way  Shop  Laborers. 

Section  (cl),  Article  V of  the  national  agreement  reads: 

Beginning  iind  end  of  day- — (c  1).  Employees’  time  will  start  jiud  end  at  desig- 
nated assembl  ng  points  for  each  class  of  employees. 

Section  (/) . Article  Y of  the  national  agreement  reads : 

Assignments  traveling— (i) . Employees  temporarily  or  permanently  assigned 
to  duties  requiring  variable  hours,  working  on  or  traveling  over  an  a.ssigned 
territory  and  away  from  and  out  of  reach  of  their  regular  boarding  and  lodging 
places  or  outfit  cars,  V'/ili  provide  board  and  lodging  at  their  own  expense  and 
will  be  allowed  time  at  the  rate  of  ten  (10)  hours  per  day  at  pro  rata  rates  and 
in  addition  pay  for  actual  time  worked  in  excess  of  eight  (8)  hours  on  the  basis 
provided  in  these  rules,  exeiiiding  time  traveling  or  waiting.  When  working  at 
poiiUs  accessible  to  regular  boarding  and  lodging  places  or  outfit  cars  the  pro- 
visions of  this  ]-ule  will  not  apply. 

Employees'^  2)osiiioQ}.—-Th.Q  employees’  position  is  summarized  as 
follows : 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  employees  that,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
their  outfit  cars  v/ere  at  headquarters  of  the  division  and  that  they 
were  sent  out  to  do  work  without  their  outfit  cars,  they  are  entitled 
to  continuous  time  until  their  return  to  such  assembling  point,  as 
they  did  not  arrive  back  until  after  the  hours  of  their  regular  assign- 
ment. They  consider  that  Jackson,  Mich,,  was  the  assembling  point, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  outfit  cars  were  at  that  division  point  on 
the  date  in  question,  and  that  they,  therefore,  should  be  paid  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  (c  1),  Article  Y,  of  the  national  agree- 
ment. 

CarHers  position  position  is  summarized  as  follorvs : 

The  railroad  management  contends  that  the  work  in  question  was 
performed  on  the  employees’  assigned  territory,  and  that  it  is  not 
convinced  that  section  (d  1)  of  Article  Y has  any  bearing  on  the 
method  of  pajdng  these  employees  when  traveling  on  the  road  away 
from  their  outfit  car,  or  that  they  are  entitled  to  payment  for  con- 
tinuous time  from  7 a.  m.  March  8 to  12,40  a.  m.  March  9.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  management  contends  that  section  (i)  of  Article  Y 
applies  in  this  particular  case,  and  that  the  emploj^ees  have  been 
properly  compensated  for  their  time  and  service  strictly  in  accordance 
with  that  section. 

DecisioT}, — ^^Tlie  Labor  Board  decides,  upon  the  evidence  sub- 
mitted, that  payment  in  accordance  with  section  (?*),  Article  Y,  of 
the  national  agreement  in  this  instance  was  proper,  and  therefore 
denies  the  claim  of  the  employees. 


DECISION  NO.  209.— DOCKET  272. 

Chicago,  TU.,  Jmie  1G,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v,  Riissoiiri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Questicyn.—QjVi^stioTi  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  payment  of  over- 
time to  monthly-rated  section  foremen,  extra  gang  foremen,  bridge 
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foremen,  building  foremen,  ma.sonry  foremen,  and  other  monthly- 
rated  foremen  in  the  maintenance  of  way  department  for  service 
performed  on  Sundays  and  the  seven  designated  holidays. 

State'nie7it, — The  practice  on  the  railroad  in  question  at  present 
to  pay  a monthly  rate  to  the  supervisory  employees  in  question,  which 
rate  is  based  upon  313  eight-hour  working  days  per  year,  additional 
payment  being  allowed  for  work  performed  on  Sundays,  but  not  for 
Avork  performed  on  the  seven  holiday’s  designated  in  the  national 
agreement  promulgated  by  the  United  States  Eailroad  Administra- 
tion. 

Section  (a  5),  Article  V,  of  the  national  agreement  reads,  in  part, 
as  follows: 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules,  time  worked  on  Sundays  and  the 
following-  holidays — New'  Year’s  Day,  Washington’s  Birthday,  Decoration  Day. 
Fourth  of  July,  Labor  Day,  Thank.sgivlng  Day,  and  Christmas  Day — shall  he 
paid  for  at  the  pro  rata  hourly  rate  w'hen  the  entire  number  of  hours  con- 
stituting the  regular  week-day  assignment  is  worked. 

Section  {h).  Article  V,  of  the  national  agreement  reads  as  follows: 

Employees  w'hose  responsibilities  and/or  supervisory  duties  re»iuire  service  in 
excess  of  the  w'orking  hours  or  days  assigned  for  the  general  force  w'ili  be  com- 
pensated on  a monthly  rate  to  cover  all  services  rendered,  except  that  when 
■snch  employees  are  required  to  perform  work  which  is  n(>t  a part  of  their  re- 
sponsibilities or  supervisory  duties,  on  Sundays  or  in  excess  of  the  established 
working  hours,  such  work  will  be  paid  for  on  the  basis  provided  in  these  rules 
in  addition  to  the  monthly  rate.  For  such  employees,  now^  paid  gn  an  hourly 
rate,  apply  the  monthly  rate,  determined  by  multiplying  the  hourly  rate  by  208. 
Section  foremen  required  to  walk  or  patrol  track  on  Sundays  shall  be  paid 
therefor,  on  the  basis  provided  in  these  rules,  in  addition  to  the  monthly  rate. 

Employees'  position. — The  employees'  position  is  quoted  as  fol- 
lows : 

We  contend  that  all  foremen  herein  specified  shall  be  paid  for  services  ren- 
dered on  Sundays  and  the  seven  specified  holidays,  under  sections  ( c 5 1 a.nd 
(a  6)  of  Article  V of  the  national  agreement,  in  addition  to  their  regular 
monthly  salary. 

CavTier's  position. — The  position  of  the  management  is  ([noted  be- 
low : 

It  is  the  position  of  the  carrier  that  the  monthly  rates  of  pay  of  maintenance 
of  way  foremen  enumerated  in  the  question  are  based  upon  the  working  days  of 
the  year  less  52  Sundays,  or  on  313  days;  that  the  carriers  are  required  to  }>ay 
supervisory  employees  additionally  for  w-ork  performed  on  Sundays,  but  not  for 
work  performed  on  holidays.  (See  Article  Y,  sections  (o)  and  {h)  of  the  na- 
tional agreement  of  the  United  Brotiierho(Xi  of  IMaintenanee  of  Way  Employees 
and  Raihvay  Shop  Laborers.) 

Section  (e)  of  Article  V provides  that  in  computing  hourly  rate  for  monthly- 
rated employees  the  number  of  working  days  constituting  tlie  calendar  year,  dis- 
regarding holidays,  will  be  used,  and  section  (70  provides  for  e.stablishing 
monthly  rate  by  multiplying  the  hourly  rate  by  208,  which  is  equivaieiit  to  2d 
working  days  per  month,  and  alsc  provides  extra  pay  for  section  foremen  wdien 
required  to  walk  or  patrol  tracks  on  Sundays.  No  mention  is  made  of  extra 
pay  Avheu  required  to  perform  such  service  on  holidays. 

Decision. — The  claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


200 


DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 


DECISION  NO.  210.— DOCKET  276. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  21,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway  Co. 

Question, — Pay  for  foreman,  engineering  department,  while  held 
subject  to  call  on  Sundays  and  holidays. 

The  facts  in  the  case  and  the  contentions  of  the  parties  in  dispute 
are  quoted  from  the  submission  as  follows : 

Statement. — Foremen  in  the  engineering  department  are  required 
to  respond  promptly  to  call  on  Sundays  and  holidays  and  at  night. 
They  are  paid  a monthly  rate  based  on  an  eight-hour  day,  and  al- 
lowed overtime  at  one  and  one-half  times  the  pro  rata  hourly  rate  for 
all  work  in  excess  of  eight  hours  per  day,  and  additional  pay  at  the 
pro  rata  hourly  rate  for  all  work  performed  within  the  regular  work 
period  on  Sundays  and  the  holidays  specified  in  the  national  agree- 
ment. 

Employees’’  position. — Previous  to  the  effective  date  of  the  main- 
tenance of  way  agreement,  foremen  and  other  supervisory  employees 
were  required  to  stay  in  their  respective  territory  on  Sundays,  and 
were  paid  a monthly  salary  to  cover  all  Sundays,  whether  required 
to  work  or  not.  When  employees  are  not  allowed  their  liberty  and 
are  required  to  stay  around  where  they  can  be  called,  they  are  being 
held  for  service,  and  should  be  paid  that  time  in  accordance  with 
the  decision  in  Dockets  1442,  MR-296,  and  also  Docket  M-639,  giv- 
ing those  employees  a 26-day  month,  with  additional  pay  for  Sun- 
days. As  these  men  are  required  to  remain  in  their  respective  terri- 
tory on  Sundays  subject  to  call,  we  contend  that  they  should  receive 
pay  for  all  Sundays  since  the  effective  date  of  the  maintenance  of 
way  national  agreement. 

CaiTier’s  position. — Following  the  universal  and  time-honored  practice  on  all 
railroads,  made  necessary  by  the  exacting  demands  of  continuous  and  safe 
operation,  we  have  always  required  foremen  in  the  engineering  department 
to  respond  promptly  to  call  on  Sundays  and  holidays  as  well  as  at  night 
when  not  required  to  be  on  duty.  The  compensation  for  such  service  was 
included  in  their  regular  monthly  rate.  These  requirements  are  recognized 
in  the  national  agreement  in  section  {h)  of  Article  V,  which  provides  that 
such  employees  shall  be  paid  a monthly  rate  to  compensate  them  for  all  services 
rendered,  which  manifestly  includes  the  service  referred  to.  The  decision 
in  Docket  M-639  provides  for  additional  payment  when  such  employees  are 
required  to  v/ork  on  such  days. 

Section  (r)  of  Article  V of  the  national  agreement  expressly  states  that, 
except  as  provided  in  these  rules  no  compensation  will  be  allowed  for  work 
not  performed.”  Aside  from  the  requirement  to  respond  to  call  and  the  neces- 
sity of  patrolling  their  territory  in  case  of  storms,  washouts,  or  other  unusual 
conditions,  these  employees  are  allowed  the  widest  latitude  while  off  duty. 
They  are  not  required  to  do  any  actual  work  on  Sundays  except  in  emergency 
cases  or  when  the  condition  of  the  work  makes  it  necessary,  in  which  case 
they  are  paid  for  all  time  actually  worked.  They  are  not  required  to  remain 
at  their  tool  houses  or  at  headquarters  station  or  any  specified  point  on  or 
off  the  railway  company’s  property,  but  are  allowed  the  privilege  of  going 
about  their  home  town  and  vicinity  and  that  of  other  towns  adjacent  to  their 
territory,  provided  that  they  keep  their  whereabouts  known  to  tlieii*  superior 
officer  and  respond  promptly  when  called. 

These  employees  are  paid  under  the  provisions  of  the  national  agreement 
and  the  decision  in  Docket  M-689,  and  we  therefore  claim  that  they  are  now 
being  compensated  for  all  services  they  are  required  to  render. 
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Decision.. — The  agreed  statement  of  facts  discloses  that  these  fore- 
men are  paid  a monthly  rate  based  on  eight  hours  per  day,  exclusive 
of  Sundays  and  holida3^s. 

The  Labor  Board,  therefore,  decides  that  they  shall  be  paid  addi- 
tional compensation  for  work  performed  or  where  held  for  duty  on 
Sunda^^s  and  holidays  specified  in  the  national  agreement.  Where 
more  favorable  conclitions  do  not  exist,  they  shall  be  paid  not  less 
than  the  pro  rata  hourly  rate,  arrived  at  by  dividing  their  monthly 
rate  by  208,  for  time  worked  or  time  held  on  duty  within  the  regular 
work  period,  and  one  and  one-half  times  the  pro  rata  hourly  rate 
for  services  rendered  in  excess  of  eight  hours  per  day. 

The  Board  further  decides  that  the  liberty  granted  these  employees 
while  off  duty  is  just  and  reasonable,  and  that  no  pay  shall  accrue 
to  these  employees  simply  because  they  are  required  to  notify  the 
carrier  where  they  may  be  reached  in  case  of  emergency. 

The  contention  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  211.— M.  C.  99.1. 

Chicago',  III.,  June  26,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts) ; 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Ex- 
press and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Refrigerator  Transit  Co. 

Question.— k.  controversy  has  arisen  between  the  parties  above 
named  as  to  rules  and  working  conditions,  wages,  etc.,  but  the  pre- 
liminary question  is  whether  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board 
has  jurisdiction  over  this  company.  A hearing  was  held  before  an 
examiner  as  to  the  nature  and  character  of  this  compan}?-  and  the 
business  done  by  it. 

Decision.— On  the  facts  developed  by  the  evidence,  the  Labor  Board 
decides  that  this  company  is  not  a common  carrier,  that  it  does  not 
come  within  the  provisions  of  the  Transportatian  Act,  1920,  and 
that  the  Board  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  dispute  presented. 

The  complainants  are  therefore  dismissed. 


DECISION  NO.  212.— DOCKET  274. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  28,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad 

& Navigation  Co. 

Question. — Shall  certain  employees  of  the  Oregon- Washington 
Railroad  & Navigation  Co.  be  classified  and  paid  as  linemen  or  shall 
they  be  classified  and  paid  as  electricians  ? 

Statermnt. — Written  submissions  were  filed  and  oral  hearings  con- 
ducted in  connection  with  this  dispute.  The  evidence  so  submitted 
has  been  pmmarized  by  the  Board  as  follows : 

The  evidence  submitted  indicates  that,  prior  to  the  promulgation 
of  the  national  agreement  entered  into  betw^een  the  Director  General 
of  Railroads  and  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  telephone  and  tele- 
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graph  linemen  employed  by  the  Oregon- Washington  Eallroad  & 
Navigation  Co.  v/ere  paid  68  cents  per  hour.  The  evidence  further 
indicates  that  ceii:ain  of  these  employees  were  regularly  assigned  to 
perform  road  work  and  were  paid  a monthly  salary  without  overtime 
under  Interpretatioji  No.  11  of  Supplement  No.  4 to  General  Order 
No.  27,  and  it  is  agreed  by  both  parties  that  linemen  were  properly 
classified  and  paid  prior  to  the  promulgation  of  the  national  agree- 
ment. 

Statement  was  made  by  the  employees’  representatives  and  not 
denied  by  the  management  that  tlie  linemen  in  question  are  per- 
forming, in  addition  to  work  specified  as  that  of  linemen  in  rule  45 
of  the  national  agreement,  the  work  of  installing,  repairing,  and  re- 
building dispatching  telephone  apparatus;  inspecting;  maintaining 
all  private  automatic  exchanges;  and  inspecting,  rebuilding,  and  re- 
pairing telephone  and  telegraph  apparatus.  The  employees  there- 
fore contend  that  they  should  be  classified  and  paid  as  electricians 
under  rules  43  and  140  and  as  road  mechanics  under  rule  15  of  the 
national  agreement. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  management  that  the  said  national  agree- 
ment makes  distinctions  as  between  the  \vork  of  linemen  and  the 
work  of  electricians  and,  as  the  present  practice  has  been  in  vogue 
for  a number  of  years,  that  they  do  not  consider  that  the  national 
agreement  contemplates  any  change  therein,  and  therefore  contend 
that  the  employees  are  being  properly  classified  and  paid. 

The  following  rules  are  quoted  from  the  national  agreement  re- 
ferred to. 

Eule  43  reads,  in  part : 

The  rate  for  all  mechanics  who  were  receiving  68  cents  per  hour  or  more 
under  Supplement  No.  4 to  General  Order  No.  27,  except  those  provided  for  in 
rule  45,  will  be  increased  4 cents  per  hour,  effective  May  1,  1919. 

Eule  45  reads,  in  part : 

Linemen  and  others  covered  by  rule  141  shall  receive  68  cents  per  hoiir,  effec- 
tive May  1,  1919. 

Groundinen  covered  by  rule  142  shall  receive  62  cents  per  hour,  effective  May 
1,  1919. 

Eule  140  reads : 

Electricians’  vrork  shall  consist  of  repairing,  rebuilding,  installing,  inspecting, 
and  maintaining  the  electric  wiring  of  generators,  switchboards,  motors  and 
control,  rheostats  and  control,  static  and  rotary  transformers,  motor  generators, 
electric  headlights  and  headlight  generators,  electric  welding  machines,  storage 
batteries,  and  axle  lighting  equipment;  winding  armatures,  fields,  magnet  coils, 
rotors,  transformers,  starting  compensators;  inside  Vvdring  In  shops  and  on 
steam  and  electric  locomotives,  passenger  trains  and  motor  cars ; include  cable 
splicers,  v/iremen  armature  winders,  electric  crane  operators  for  cranes  of  40- 
ton  capacity  or  over;  and  all  other  work  properly  recognized  as  electricians’ 
work. 

Eule  141  reads,  in  part: 

Linemen’s  work  shall  consist  of  building,  repairing,  and  maintaining  pole 
line  and  supports  for  service  wires  and  cables,  catenary  and  monorail  conductors 
and  feed  wires,  overhead  and  underground,  and  all  outside  Vvdring  in  yards. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  upon  the  evidence  submitted 
that  the  employees  in  question  are  performing  the  classes  of  work 
as  specified  in  rule  140  of  the  national  agreement,  and  shall  be  classi- 
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fied  and  paid  as  electricians  in  accordance  with  rule  43  of  said  agree- 
ment and  subsequent  adjustments  that  have  been  made  in  accordance 
with  decisions  of  this  Board. 

Employees  regularly  assigned  to  road  service  shall  be  paid  a 
monthly  salary  in  accordance  with  rule  15  of  the  national  agreement. 


DECISION  NO.  213.— DOCKET  354. 
Chicago,  III,  June  28,  1921. 


Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 

and  Station  Employees  v.  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac  Rail- 
road Co. 

Question. — Dispute  in  connection  with  bulletined  position  not 
awarded  to  employee  holding  seniority. 

Statement, — Effective  September  1,  1920,  the  newly  created  posi- 
tion of  freight-house  foreman  at  Kichmond,  Va.,  was  bulletined  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 
Two  applications  were  received,  one  from  J.  Atkinson  and  one  from 
J.  A.  Evnn.  Mr.  Kyan  was  the  senior  employee,  but  Mr.  Atkinson 
was  awarded  the  position. 

The  employee's  contend  that  Mr.  E,yan  had  sufficient  merit  and 
ability  to  justify  a trial  in  accordance  wdth  the  rule. 

The  carrier  states  that  Mr.  Kyan’s  experience  w^as  limited  to  'work 
in  the  office  which  would  not  lit  him  for  the  major  duties  of  the 
position  of  foreman,  whereas  Mr.  Atkinson  has  had  15  years’  ex- 
perience in  the  loading,  unloading,  and  storing  of  freight  and  a 
thorough  knowledge  of  the  rules  governing  this  work,  also  in  the 
supervision  of  large  forces  of  truckers  and  other  employees;  and 
contends  that  Mr,  Byan  not  having  had  such  experience  lacked  the 
fitness  to  justify  a trial  as  provided  in  rule  6 of  the  clerks’  national 
agreement; 

Kule  6 of  the  agreement  between  the  Director  General  of  Eail- 
roads  and  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway'  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  reads  as  follows: 

Promotion  basis : Employees  covered  by  these  rules  shall  be  in  line  for 
promotion.  Promotion  shall  be  based  on  seniority,  fitness  and  ability;  fitness 
and  ability  being  sufficient,  seniority  shall  prevail,  except  however,  that  this 
provision  shall  not  apply  to  the  excepted  positions  covered  in  exception  ('>). 
rule  1,  Article  I of  this  agreement. 

Note:  The  word  “sufficient”  is  intended  to  more  clearly  establish  the  right 
of  the  senior  employee  to  bid  in  a “new  position”  or  “ vacancy  ” where  two 
or  more  employees  have  adequate  “ fitness  and  ability.” 

The  intent  of  this  rule  is  to  establish  seniority  as  to  the  first  con- 
sideration in  selecting  the  successful  applicant  for  a bulletined  posi- 
tion, but  there  must  be  coupled  with  seniority  sufficient  fitness  and 
ability  to  qualify  on  the  position  in  the  30-day  trial  provided  for 
in  rule  10. 

Decision: — Basing  this  decision  on  the  evidence  submitted,  in- 
cluding the  hearing  of  May  3,  1921,  the  Labor  Board  sustains  the 
action  of  the  carrier. 
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DECISION  NO.  214.— DOCKET  368. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  28,  1021. 

Detroit  & Mackinac  Railway  Co.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Locon\otive  Engineers; 
Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen;  Brotherhood  of  Rail- 
road Trainmen;  Order  of  Railway  Conductors;  Order  of  Railroad  Teleg- 
raphers; International  Association  of  Railroad  Supervisors  of  Mechanics; 
Railway  Employees’  Department,  American  Federation  of  Labor  (Federated 
Shop  Crafts) ; International  Association  of  Railroad  Supervisory  Foremen 
(Locomotive  and  Car  Department);  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of 
Way' Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers. 

Qiiestion.—This  is  a dispute  between  the  carrier  and  the  organiza- 
tions named  above  as  to  what  shall  constitute  just  and  re^isonablc 
wages  for  the  particular  positions  enumerated  in  this  decision. 

Statement. — The  Detroit  & Mackinac  Railway  Co.  granted  to 
some  of  its  employees,  under  date  of  September  1,  1920,  the  in- 
creases set  forth  in  Decision  No.  2,  subject  to  certain  changes  and 
modifications  in  working  conditions.  The  carrier  Avas  not  a party 
to  Decision  No.  2 and  said  decision  was  therefore  not  applied  liter- 
ally to  the  particular  positions  involved  in  this  dispute  and  such  posi- 
tions were  otherwise  increased. 

Addendum  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  147  authorized  the  Detroit  & 
Mackinac  Railway  Co.  to  make  deductions  from  the  rate  of  wages 
of  specified  classes  of  employees,  but  excepted  certain  emploj^ees. 
The  note  of  exception  in  the  above-mentioned  addendum  reads  as 
follows : 

Note. — Reductions  herein  authorized  for  this  carrier  shall  apply  only  to 
employees  increased  under  the  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2.  Employees  other- 
wise increased  to  be  covered  by  separate  decision. 

This  controversy  was  considered  in  conference  between  represen- 
tatives designated  and  authorized  by  the  carrier  and  the  employees, 
and  not  having  been  decided  in  such  conference  Avas  referred  to  the 
Labor  Board  for  decision. 

Decision. — The  Detroit  & Mackinac  Raihvay  Co.  shall  deduct  from 
the  rate  of  Avages  for  each  of  the  hereinafter-named  positions  bO 
per  cent  of  the  increases  granted  since  February  29,  1920: 

1.  Freight  handlers  and  truckers,  scalers,  and  Avarehousemen. 

2.  Maintenance  of  way  and  structures  foremen  and  section  foremen. 

3.  Gang  and  other  foremen. 


DECISION  NO.  21.5.— DOCKET  353-96G. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  28,  1921. 

Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad  v.  Certain  Clerical  and  Station  Employees. 

Question. — This  is  a dispute  between  the  carrier  named  above  and 
certain  clerical  and  station  employees  as  to  what  shall  constitute  just 
and  reasonable  wages  for  the  particular  positions  enumerated  in  this 
decision. 

Statement. — The  Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad  Avas  not  a party 
to  Decision  No.  2 and  said  decision  was  therefore  not  applied  liter- 
ally to  the  particular  positions  in  question.  The  carrier  granted 
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certain  increases,  however,  subsequent  to  July  1,  1920,  in  order  to 
equalize  the  rates  with  those  granted  other  employees. 

Addendum  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  147  authorized  the  Fort  Smith 
& Western  Railroad  to  make  deductions  from  the  rate  of  wages  of 
specified  classes  of  employees,  but  excepted  certain  employees.  The 
note  of  exception  in  the  above-mentioned  addendum  reads  as  follows : 

Note. — Reductions  herein  authorized  for  this  carrier  shall  apply  only  to  em- 
ployees increased  under  the  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2.  Employees  otherwise 
increased  to  be  covered  by  separate  decision. 

This  controversy  was  considered  in  conferences  between  repre- 
sentatives designated  and  authorized  by  the  carrier  and  the  em- 
ployees, and  not  having  been  decided  in  such  conferences  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that,  effective  July  1,  1921, 
the  Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad  shall  establish  rates  of  wages  for 
the  positions  in  question,  as  follows : 

1.  For  the  positions  of  one  (1)  bill  clerk,  one  (1)  car  clerk,  two 
(2)  warehouse  foremen,  one  (1)  stowman,  one  (1)  stenographer,  two 
(2)  station  helpers,  one  (1)  station  helper,  one  (1)  station  baggage- 
man, one  (1)  station  cotton  clerk,  one  (1)  station  clerk,  one  (1) 
ticket  clerk,  one  (1)  trucker,  deduct  sixty  per  cent  (60%)  of  the 
increase  granted  since  February  29,  1920. 

2.  For  the  position  of  one  (1)  warehouse  foreman,  make  no  change 
in  the  wages  in  effect  since  February  29,  1920. 


DECISION  NO.  216.— DOCKET  315. 

Chicago,  III,,  July  1,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Shall  H.  A.  Schroeder,  painter  at  Grand  Central  Ter- 
minal, New  York,  be  paid  for  two  days’  suspension  account  of  failure 
to  report  for  work  on  Sunday. 

Statement. — H.  A.  Schroeder,  employed  as  a painter  in  the  build- 
ing department  at  the  Grand  Central  Terminal,  New  York,  was 
notified  to  work  on  Sunday,  March  14,  1920,  by  his  foreman,  Morris 
Schleifer.  He  failed  to  report  for  work  as  ordered  and  was  dis- 
ciplined by  his  foreman,  who  suspended  him  for  two  days  with  loss 
of  pay.  The  matter  was  given  a hearing  and  investigation;  wit- 
nesses were  heard  and  the  case  reviewed  by  the  supervisor  of  build- 
ings, the  assistant  terminal  manager,  and  the  terminal  manager  at 
the  Grand  Central  station;  and  the  action  of  the  foreman  in  the 
original  discipline  was  sustained  in  each  instance.  The  single  fact 
agreed  upon  was  that  he  was  notified  to  appear  for  work,  and,  having 
failed  to  do  so,  was  disciplined  as  stated. 

If  the  Labor  Board  looks  to  the  separate  statements  regarding  the 
position  of  the  respective  parties  in  the  submission,  some  conflict 
will  be  found  regarding  the  exact  facts  as  to  the  length  of  notice 
given ; also  as  to  whether  the  employee  had  not  agreed  to  report,  but 
no  evidence  will  be  found  as  to  what  was  the  usual  practice.  For 
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the  employee  it  is  claimed  that  he  was  not  notified  until  1 p.  m., 
Saturday,  the  day  before  he  was  required  to  work.  The  management 
claims  he  was  notified  on  Wednesday  previous  and  again  on  Satur- 
day, and  that  on  Saturday  he  agreed  he  would  report  if  the  foreman 
would  give  him  his  word  of  honor  that  he  had  notified  him,  which 
w^as  done. 

Decision. — ^The  Labor  Board  decides  that  inasmuch  as  the  evidence 
and  statements  submitted  do  not  make  out  a case  of  unjust  or  wrong- 
ful discipline  the  management  is  sustained  and  the  claim  of  the 
employee  for  the  two  days’  pay  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  217.— DOCKET  353-214A. 

Chicago,  III.,  July  11,  1921. 

American  Railway  Express  Co.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen;  Brother- 
hood of  Railvcay  and  Steamship  Clerks^  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees;  International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters,  Chauffeurs, 
Stablemen,  and  Helpers  of  America;  Railway  Express  Drivers,  Chauffeurs, 
and  Conductors  (Local  No.  720,  Chicago,  111.);  Order  of  Railway  Ex- 
pressmen, 

The  question  in  dispute  is  what  shall  constitute  just  and  rerssonable 
v/ages  for  the  employees  and  subordinate  officials  of  the  American 
Eailway  Express  Co. 

The  dispute  was  considered  in  conference  between  representatives 
designated  and  authorized  by  the  parties,  and  not  having  been  de- 
cided in  such  conference  was  referred  to  the  Labor  Board  for  hearing 
and  decision  under  the  provisions  of  section  301  of  the  Transportation 
Act,  1920. 

The  Labor  Board  acting  under  authority  of  the  above-mentioned 
act  and  in  furtherance  of  the  provisions  thereof,  having  heard  and 
careiull}^  considered  the  evidence  presented,  hereby  renders  a deci- 
sion as  follows: 

Decision.— The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  rates  of  wages  here- 
tofore established  by  the  authority  of  this  Board  shall  be  decreased 
as  specified  in  the  following  articles,  and  that  such  decreases  shall  be 
effective  as  of  August  1,  1921. 

ARTICLE  I, CARRIER  AND  EMPLOYEES  AFFECTED. 

The  American  Eailway  Express  Co.  shall  make  deductions  from 
the  rates  of  wages  heretofore  established  by  the  authority  of  the 
United  States  Eailroad  Labor  Board  for  the  specific  classes  of  its 
employees  named  in  this  article  in  amounts  per  hour  hereinafter 
specified  for  such  classes. 

Section  1.  Agents,  storekeepers,  assistant  storekeepei’s,  chief  clerks,  foremen, 
snbforemen,  and  other  siipervisoj*y  forces,  6 cents. 

Section  2.  Clerks,  6 cents. 

Section  3.  Wagons,  automobile,  stable,  garage,  a?id  platform  service  em- 
ployees, 6 cents. 

Section  4.  Messengers  and  helpers’  messengers  handling  baggage  and  help- 
ers’ guards  and  other  train  service  employees.  6 cents. 

Section  5.  All  other  employees  Vv'hose  wages  were  increased  by  section  5, 
Article  II  of  Decision  No.  3,  6 cents. 
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ARTICLE  II. GEXERAL  APPLICATION. 

The  general  regulations  governing  the  application  of  this  decision 
are  as  follows: 

Section  1.  Decreases  in  wages  specified  in  this  decision  are  to  be  deducted 
from  the  daily,  weekiy,  or  monthly  rates,  as  the  case  may  be,  in  the  following 
manner : 

(а)  For  employees  paid  by  the  day,  deduct  eight  (8)  times  the  hourly  de- 
crease established  from  the  daily  rate. 

(б)  For  employees  paid  by  the  week,  deduct  forty-eight  (48)  times  the  hourly 
decrease  established  from  the  weekly  rate. 

(c)  For  employees  paid  by  the  month  (except  train-service  employees),  de- 
duct two  hundred  and  four  (204)  times  the  hourly  decrease  established  from 
the  monthly  rate. 

(d)  For  train-service  employees  paid  by  the  mouth,  deduct  tT\'0  hundred 
and  forty  (240)  times  the  hourly  decrease  established  fi*om  the  monthly  rate. 

Section  2.  The  decreases  in  wages  hereby  established  shall  be  incorporated 
in  and  become  a part  of  existing  agreements  or  schedules,  and  shall  remain 
in  effect  until  or  unless  changed  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  Transportation 
Act,  1920. 

Section  3.  It  is  not  intended  in  this  decision  to  include  or  fix  wmges  for  any 
officials  of  the  carrier  except  that  class  designated  in  the  Transportation  Act, 
1920,  as  “ subordinate  officials,”  and  who  are  included  in  the  act  as  cvithin  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Board.  The  act  provides  that  the  term  “ subordinate 
officials  ” includes  officials  of  carriers  of  such  class  or  rank  as  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  shall  designate  by  regulation  duly  formulated  and  is- 
sued. Hence,  whenever  in  this  decision  words  are  used,  such  as  “ agents,” 
“ foremen.”  etc.,  which  may  apply  to  officials,  such  words  are  intended  to  apply 
to  only  such  classes  of  subordinate  officials  as  are  now  or  may  hereafter  be 
defined  and  classified  by  the  Inter.state  Commerce  Commission  as  “ subordinate 
officials  ” within  the  meaning  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 

ARTICLE  III. INTERPRETATION  OF  THIS  DECISION. 

Should  a dispute  arise  between  the  management  and  the  employees 
of  the  carrier  as  to  the  meaning  or  intent  of  this  decision,  which  can 
not  be  decided  in  conference  between  the  parties  directly  interested, 
such  dispute  shall  be  referred  to  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor 
-Board  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 

Section  1.  All  such  disputes  shall  be  presented  in  a concrete  and  joint  signed 
statement  setting  forth : 

(a)  The  article  of  this  decision  involved. 

(b)  The  facts  in  the  case. 

(c)  The  position  of  the  employees. 

(d)  The  position  of  the  management  thereon. 

Where  supporting  documentary  evidence  is  used  it  shall  be  attiiched  to  the 
application  for  decision  in  the  form  of  exhibits. 

Section  2.  Such  presentations  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  who  shall  place  same  before  the  Labor 
Board  for  final  disposition. 


DECISION  NO.  218.— DOCKET  404. 

Chicago,  III.,  July  26,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pennsylvania  System. 

Nature  of  the  'proceeding. — The  Federated  Shop  Crafts  of  the 
Pennsylvania  System  have  made  an  ex-parte  submission  to' the  Rail- 
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road  Labor  Board  of  a dispute  involving,  in  substance,  the  following 
questions : 

1.  Has  a majority  of  the  employees  of  any  craft  on  the  Pennsyl- 
vania System  the  right  to  designate  an  organization  to  represent  said 
employees  in  negotiating  an  agreement  with  the  carrier  covering 
rules  and  working  conditions? 

2.  Has  a majority  of  the  employees  of  such  craft  the  right  to  be 
represented  in  such  negotiations  by  any  one  other  than  an  employee 
of  said  carrier? 

3.  Has  the  carrier  complied  with  the  law  in  the  method  pursued 
by  it  to  ascertain  who  are  the  representatives  of  the  shop  employees 
with  whom  it  shall  negotiate  rules? 

To  said  submission  of  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  the  carrier  filed 
its  answer  and  the  dispute  has  been  orally  presentecl  by  both  parties 
to  the  Labor  Board. 

Statement  of  foxts. — Prior  to  the  conference  referred  to  below  em- 
ployees in  the  several  shop  crafts  of  the  carrier,  belonging  to  System 
Federation  No.  90  affiliated  with  the  Railway  Emploj^ees’  Department 
of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor,  duly  elected  their  general  chair- 
men who,  under  the  rules  of  the  organization,  were  authorized  to 
negotiate  on  matters  in  dispute  between  the  carrier  and  the  employees. 

These  officers  met  representatives  of  the  carrier  in  conference  on 
May  24,  1921.  At  this  conference  the  officers  stated  that  they  repre- 
sented the  majority  of  the  employees  in  the  shop  crafts  on  the  Penn- 
sylvania System  and  were  prepared  to  negotiate  rules  in  accordance 
Vv^ith  Decision  No.  119  of  the  Railroad  Labor  Board. 

The  representatives  of  the  carrier  refused  to  negotiate  with  these 
officers  on  the  ground  that  there  was  not  satisfactory  proof  that  the 
system  federation  actuall}^  represented  a majority  of  the  employees 
in  question.  In  order  to  procure  evidence  as  to  whom  the  majority 
actually  wished  to  have  represent  them,  the  representatives  of  the 
carrier  announced  that  they  had  a>lready  prepared  and  proposed  to 
send  out  a ballot  upon  which  all  shop-craft  employees  should  desig- 
nate their  representatives. 

The  representatives  of  the  employees  comprising  System  Federa- 
tion No.  90  objected  to  this  ballot  on  the  ground  : (1)  That  the  system 
federation  did  represent  a majority  of  the  employees  in  the  shop 
crafts,  which  the  carrier  did  not  deny  and  that  therefore  the  proposal 
to  take  a ballot  involved  unnecessary  delay;  (2)  that  the  proposed 
ballot  was  not  in  accordance  with  the  law  in  that  it  not  only  failed  to 
permit  employees  to  vote  for  an  organization,  but  required  them  to 
designate  individuals;  (3)  because  it  provided  that  the  individuals 
so  designated  must  be  employees  of  the  carrier;  and  (4)  because  it 
provided  that  the  employees  be  represented  regionally  rather  than 
from  the  system  as  a whole. 

The  officers  of  System  Federation  No.  90  proposed  to  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  carrier  that  they  so  amend  the  ballot  as  to  allow 
employees  to  vote  for  an  organization  if  they  so  desired.  This  pro- 
posal being  declined,  the  officers  refused  to  approve  the  ballot. 

Thereupon  the  officers  of  System  Federation  No.  90  issued  a ballot 
of  their  own  to  all  shop-craft  employees,  whom,  in  supplementary 
notices,  they  warned  against  voting  the  company’s  ballot  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  illegal,  and  calling  upon  them  to  vote  for  Sj^stem 
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Federation  No.  90  as  tlieir  rei^resentative.  This  ballot  gave  the  em- 
ployees the  opportunity  to  vote  for  the  system  federation  and  left  a 
blank  for  any  other  organization  which  the  employee  might  prefer, 
but  it  did  not  permit  him  to  vote  for  an  individual. 

This  controversy  resulted  in  two  separate  elections.  The  carrier 
recognized  the  result  of  the  election  which  it  conducted  and  is  nego- 
tiating rules  with  the  representatives  chosen  in  said  election. 

It  is  contended  by  the  system  federation,  and  not  denied  by  tlie 
carrier,  that  the  majority  of  the  employees  in  the  shop  crafts  did  not 
vote  for  the  representatives  whom  the  company  has  recogmized  and 
with  whom  it  is  conducting  negotiations.  The  company  replies 
that  it  is  immaterial  whether  a majority  of  ail  the  employees  ex- 
pressed a preference  for  these  representatives,  since  they  all  had  an 
opportunity  to  vote  in  the  election  held  by  the  carrier,  and  under 
such  circumstances  it  is  the  majority  of  those  voting  which  counts. 

The  carrier  further  contends  that  the  Board  had  not  acquired 
jurisdiction  in  a lawful  manner  over  the  dispute  regarding  rules 
and  working  conditions  when  Decisions  No.  2 and  No.  119  were 
rendered. 

The  Labor  Board  acquired  such  jurisdiction,  but  that  question  is 
not  of  prime  importance  in  this  case. 

Opinion. — It  matters  not  whether  the  carrier  in  its  recent  efforts 
to  negotiate  rules  was  proceeding  under  the  order  of  the  Labor 
Board  in  Decision  No.  119  or  whether  it  was  proceeding  under  the 
Transportation  Act  itself,  as  it  claims.  The  fact  remains  that  both 
the  carrier  and  its  employees  were  taking  steps  to  hold  conferences 
for  the  negotiation  of  rules,  that  a dispute  arose  at  the  very  outset 
in  the  conference  between  the  carrier  and  the  representatives  of 
the  employees  who  constitute  System  Federation  No.  90,  and  that 
this  dispute  is  now  before  the  Board. 

The  question  involved  is  one  necessarily  incident  to  the  negotia- 
tion of  rules  and  within  the  unquestioned  jurisdiction  of  the  Board. 
It  is  quite  obvious  that  no  conference  could  ever  be  held  and  no  rules 
ever  agreed  upon  if  either  party  could  block  the  proceedings  by 
declining  to  deal  with  the  other  upon  any  ground  or  pretext. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  case  the  arguments  of  the  parties  pro 
and  con  as  to  the  regularity  and  validity  of  Decision  No.  119  are  of 
secondary  importance.  The  questions  involved  arise  directly  from 
the  Transportation  Act  itself  and  are  properly  before  this  Board 
for  disposition. 

It  is  not  questioned  by  either  party  that  the  Transportation  Act 
contains  the  following  provisions  applicable  to  this  dispute: 

1.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  all  carriers  and  their  officers,  employees,  and 
agents  to  exert  every  reasonable  effort  and  adopt  every  available  means  to 
avoid  any  interruption  to  the  operation  of  any  carrier  growing  out  of  any 
dispute  between  the  carrier  and  the  employees  or  subordinate  officials  thereof. 

2.  All  such  disputes  shall  be  considered  and,  if  possible,  decided  in  confer- 
ence between  representatives  designated  and  authorized  so  to  confer  by  the 
carriers,  or  the  employees  or  subordinate  officials  thereof,  directly  interested 
in  the  dispute. 

3.  The  Labor  Board  shall  hear,  and  as  soon  as  practicable  and  with  due  dili- 

gence decide,  any  dispute  involving  grievances,  rules,  or  working  conditions 
* * * upon  the  application  of  the  chief  executives  of  any  carrier  or  organi- 

zation of  employees  or  subordinate  officials  whose  members  are  directly  inter- 
ested in  the  dispute. 
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4.  The  Labor  Board  may  make  regulations  necessary  for  the  efRciout  execu- 
tion of  the  functions  vested  in  it  tiiis  title.  (Referring  to  Title  III — Dis- 
putes between  caiTiers  and  their  employees  and  subordinate  ohicials  of  the 
Transportation  Act,  1920.) 

In  the  case  under  consideration  the  matter  in  dispute  was  the 
adoption  of  a schedule  of  rules  and  working  conditions  for  the  shop 
crafts  on  the  Pennsylvania  S^^stem.  Both  the  carrier  and  the  em- 
ployees were  taking  steps  to  hold  the  conference  required  by  the 
Transportation  Act,  and  directed  by  Decision  No.  119.  Naturally, 
the  question  arising  at  the  very  threshold  of  the  negotiations  vras: 
Who  are  the  accredited  representatives  of  this  class  of  employees 
for  the  purposes  of  the  proposed  conference?  The  carrier  had  the 
right  to  know  this  fact,  just  as  the  employees  had  the  right  to  know 
that  they  were  dealing  with  the  properly  authorized  representatives 
of  the  carrier. 

It  is  true  that  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  claim  that  the  carrier 
knew  that  their  organization  constituted  a majority  of  that  class  of 
employees,  and  that  the  carrier  was  not  in  good  faith  in  refusing  to 
deal  with  their  representatives.  This  Board  can  not  enter  into  the 
motives  of  the  parties.  The  carrier  did  not  deny  that  said  organiza- 
tion comprised  a majority  of  that  class  of  employees,  but  merely 
stated  that  no  evidence  of  the  fact  had  been  furnished  to  the  carrier. 

It  is  evident  that  since  the  statute  provides  that  the  employees  in- 
terested in  the  dispute  be  represented  in  such  a conference  by  repre- 
sentatives ‘‘  designated  and  authorized  ” by  said  employees,  it  nec- 
essarily follows,  under  our  system  of  government,  that  a majority 
of  such  employees  would  have  the  right  to  designate  their  repre- 
sentatives. 

The  Transportation  Act  does  not  prescribe  any  method  by  which 
the  employees  shall  elect  their  representatives  for  such  conference. 
Both  the  carrier  and  the  employees  in  this  case  correctly  concluded 
that  an  election  by  ballot  would  be  necessary.  It  was  at  the  next  step 
that  both  parties  fell  into  error. 

The  carrier  had  no  more  right  to  undertake  to  assume  control  of 
the  selection  of  the  representatives  of  the  employees  than  the  em- 
ployees would  have  had  to  supervise  the  naming  of  the  representatives 
of  the  carrier,  for  the  statute  plainly  provides  that  the  employees 
shall  “designate  and  authorize”  their  representatives.  In  this  so- 
phisticated land  of  popular  elections  no  political  party  would  submit 
to  having  its  primary  held  and  managed  by  the  opposing  party.  It 
is  entirely  proper,  however,  that  the  carrier  should  keep  in  close 
touch  with  said  election,  and  should  be  given  every  facility  for  first- 
hand knowledge  of  the  manner  in  which  it  is  conducted  and  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  result  reached  and  announced. 

The  carrier  was  not  justified  in  refusing  the  request  of  the  em- 
ployees to  place  on  the  ticket  the  name  of  the  organization.  The 
granting  of  this  one  request  would  have  avoided  all  trouble,  and 
nobody  would  have  suffered  any  injury,  because  the  name  of  any 
other  organization  or  the  names  of  individuals  could  have  appeared 
on  the  ticket,  and  all  employees,  union  and  nonunion,  would  have 
had  the  right  to  vote.  If  a majority  of  the  employees  had  not  wanted 
to  be  represented  by  the  organization,  they  would  have  had  the  un- 
obstructed right  to  say  so. 
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Representation  by  the  organization  is  only  representation  by  indi- 
viduals after  all.  There  is  nothing  in  the  statute  to  deny  the  em- 
ployees the  privilege  of  belonging  to  an  organization  and  being  rep- 
resented by  that  organization  through  its  accredited  officers.  In 
fact  this  has  been  the  established  custom  for  many  years  and  is  rec- 
ognized in  the  Transportation  Act  itself. 

In  excerpt  No.  3 from  the  Transportation  Act,  above  set  out,  the 
“ chief  executive  of  any  organization  of  employees  ” is  authorized  to 
submit  to  the  Labor  Board  any  dispute  where  disagreements  have 
occurred  in  the  conference  between  the  carrier  and  employees.  The 
existence  of  the  organization  of  employees  is  thus  recognized  as  it 
is  elsewhere  in  the  statute. 

The  Labor  Board  also  holds  that  the  employees  may  vote  for  repre- 
sentatives who  are  not  employees  of  the  carrier,  if  they  so  desire, 
just  as  the  carrier  may  select  a representative  who  is  neither  a direc- 
tor nor  a stockholder.  It  is  out  of  line  with  the  customary  procedure 
in  this  country  to  contend  that  a party  to  any  suit  or  controversy  in 
any  court  or  tribunal  shall  be  denied  counsel  and  compelled  to  repre- 
sent himself.  It  seems,  however,  that  the  employees  in  this  instance 
were  not  asking  to  have  the  name  of  any  outsider  placed  on  the 
ballot,  but  simply  the  name  of  their  organization,  which  would  have 
resulted,  as  the  carrier  well  knew,  in  the  employees  being  represented 
by  the  officers  of  the  organization  who  are  employees  of  the  carrier. 

The  carrier  had  no  legal  authority  to  divide  its  system  into  regions 
and  require  the  employees  to  elect  regional  representatives.  The 
Transportation  Act  contemplates  that  the  employees  of  the  class 
directly  interested  on  an  entire  system  shall  select  representatives. 
It  is  easy  to  see  how  an  arbitrary  regional  division  of  the  employees 
by  the  carrier  might  be  as  unjust  as  it  is  unlawful. 

After  having  failed  to  reach  a satisfactory  agreement  with  the 
carrier  as  to  the  ballot,  the  shop  crafts  put  out  a ballot  of  their  own, 
with  no  provision  for  any  representatives  to  be  voted  for  except 
organizations.  This  was  not  authorized  by  law  and  ignored  the 
rights  of  the  nonunion  men. 

Neither  election,  as  held,  was  fair  and  legal.  As  a consequence  of 
the  failure  of  the  parties  to  agree  upon  a method  of  holding  an  elec- 
tion, the  employees  have  so  far  been  denied  their  legal  right  to  select 
their  representatives  for  this  important  conference  on  rules.  As 
evidence  of  the  fact  that  no  real  test  of  the  choice  of  the  employees 
has  been  had,  the  carrier  in  its  own  presentation  to  this  Board  admits 
that,  exclusive  of  the  Altoona  shops,  only  3,480  men  voted,  out  of 
33,104*  entitled  to  vote,  for  the  alleged  representatives  who  are  now 
negotiating  rules.  In  other  words,  only  10.5  per  cent  of  these  em- 
ployees are  represented  in  these  negotiations,  and  89.5  per  cent  are 
virtually  disfranchised.  This  is  the  big,  outstanding,  uncontroverted 
fact  presented  in  this  case,  and  undoubtedly  the  law  provides  a rem- 
edy for  such  a wrong. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  Labor  Board  to  settle  this  dispute  by  providing 
a method  that  will  protect  the  legal  rights  of  every  employee,  union 
and  nonunion,  to  the  end  that  the  carrier  and  this  class  of  employees 
may  proceed  to  the  orderh^  negotiation  of  rules. 

Neither  of  the  parties  to  this  dispute  can  serve  the  country,  or 
justify  themselves  in  tlie  eyes  of  the  public  by  any  amount  of  propa- 
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ganda,  if  they  permit  a controversy  over  small  technicalities  to  in- 
terrupt commerce  and  bring  loss  and  suffering  upon  themselves  and 
the  public. 

There  is  no  question  of  the  closed  or  open  shop  involved  in  this 
dispute  and  no  other  real  matter  of  principle.  The  question  involved 
is  merely  one  of  procedure. 

At  a time  when  the  Nation  is  slowly  and  painfully  progressing 
through  the  conditions  of  industrial  depression,  unemployment,  and 
unrest  consequent  upon  the  war,  it  is  almost  treasonable  for  any 
employer  or  employee  to  stubbornly  haggle  over  nonessentials  at  the 
risk  of  social  chaos. 

Decision. — Under  the  authority  of  the  Transportation  Act,  as  here- 
inbefore cited,  the  Labor  Board  hereby  declares  that  both  of  said 
elections  on  the  Pennsylvania  System  were  illegal  and  that  rules 
negotiated  by  the  alleged  representatives  selected  by  either  ballot 
will  be  void  and  of  no  effect,  and  orders  that  a new  election  be  held. 

For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  choice  of  a majority  of  each 
of  the  respective  crafts  coming  under  the  provisions  of  this  decision 
the  following  shall  govern : 

EMPLOYEES  ELIGIBLE  TO  VOTE. 

1-a.  All  machinists,  apprentices,  and  helpers,  as  defined  in  and 
coming  under  the  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2 (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3), 
issued  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  under  date  of 
July  20,  1920,  in  the  service  of  the  carrier,  including  Altoona  Works, 
and  including  all  employees  coming  under  the  provisions  of  this  de- 
cision who  have  been  laid  off  or  furloughed  and  are  entitled  to  return 
to  the  service,  under  the  seniority  rules,  when  the  force  is  restored 
to  what  is  generally  recognized  as  constituting  a normal  force,  if 
accessible,  shall  be  furnished  a ballot  and  be  permitted  to  vote. 

1-b.  All  boilermakers,  apprentices,  and  helpers,  same  definition 
and  conditions  as  set  forth  in  preceding  1-a  to  apply. 

1-c.  All  blacksmiths,  apprentices,  and  helpers,  same  definition  and 
conditions  as  set  forth  in  preceding  1-a  to  apply. 

1-d.  All  sheet-metal  workers,  apprentices,  and  helpers,  same  defii- 
nition  and  conditions  as  set  forth  in  preceding  1-a  to  apply. 

1-e.  All  electrical  workers,  apprentices,  and  helpers,  same  defini- 
tion and  conditions  as  set  forth  in  preceding  1-a  to  apply. 

1-f.  All  carmen,  apprentices,  and  helpers,  same  definition  and  con- 
ditions as  set  forth  in  preceding  1-a  to  apply. 

« 

CONFERENCE  AND  REPRESENTATION. 

A conference  shall  be  held  on  or  before  August  10,  1921,  at  such 
place  as  the  carrier  may  designate  (of  which  due  notice  shall  be 
given  to  all  parties  interested),  between  the  duly  authorized  repre- 
sentatives of  the  carrier  and  the  duly  authorized  representatives  of 
System  Federation  No.  90;  the  duly  authorized  representatives  of 
any  other  organization  (representing  the  classes  of  employees  set 
out  in  preceding  1-a  to  1-f,  inclusive)  whose  by-laws  or  constitution 
establishes  the  fact  that  the  organization  was  established  for  the 
purpose  of  performii^  the  functions  of  a labor  organization  as  con- 
templated in  Title  Hi  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920 ; and  the  duly 
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authorized  representatives  of  100  or  more  unorganized  employees, 
selected  by  the  respective  crafts  set  out  in  the  preceding  1-a  to  1-f, 
inclusive,  for  the  purpose  of  arriving  at  a clear  understanding  as 
to  the  distribution,  casting,  counting  and  tabulating  of  the  ballots 
and  announcing  the  results  thereof. 

Note. — Representatives  of  unorganized  employees  authorized  and  desiring  to 
attend  this  conference  must  have  the  individual  and  personal  signature  and 
authorization  of  not  less  than  100  employees  of  a single  craft,  such  authoriza- 
tion shall  likewise  name  the  place  of  employment  and  craft  to  which  each 
belongs. 

BALLOTS. 

The  employees  shall,  at  their  own  expense,  have  ballots  and  envel- 
opes printed  in  sufficient  numbers  to  provide  each  employee  an  oppor- 
tunity to  vote. 

Six  sets  of  ballots  and  envelopes  shall  be  printed,  a separate  and 
distinct  ballot  for  each  craft  as  per  the  following,  and  only  the  craft 
named  thereon  shall  be  permitted  to  use  the  ballot : 


Pennsylvania  System  Machinists’,  Atpeentices’,  and  Helpeks’  Official 

Ballot. 


A dispute  exists  between  the  carrier  and  System  Federation  No.  90  of  the 
Railway  Employees’  Department  of  the  A.  F.  of  L.  as  to  who  the  employees 
in  the  craft  above  named  desire  to  be  represented  by  in  the  conference  to 
negotiate  rules  and  v/orking  conditions. 

The  machinists,  apprentices,  and  helpers,  irrespective  of  membership  or  non- 
membership in  any  organization,  are  therefore  to  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
designate,  by  a majority  vote,  the  representation  of  their  choice,  as  follows : 
Those  in  favor  of  either  of  the  following  will  designate  their  choice  by  mark- 
ing an  X in  the  square  set  out  for  that  purpose. 

Those  who  desire  to  be  represented  by  System  Federation  No.  90, 
Railway  Employees’  Department  of  the  A.  F.  of  L.,  mark  an  X in  this 

square 

Those  who  desire  to  be  represented  by  the  American  Federation  of 

Railroad  Workers,  mark  an  X in  this  square 

Those  who  desire  to  be  tepresented  by  individuals  or  by  any  other 
organization,  write  the  name  of  such  individual  or  organization  here 

and  mark  an  X in  this  square 


Place  employed 

Craft 

Actually  working 

Laid  off  or  furloughed 
Name  of  voter 


If  in  any  craft  no  organization  or  individual  receives  a majority 
of  the  legal  votes  cast,  a second  vote  shall  be  taken  in  the  same  man- 
ner, and  on  the  same  kind  of  ballot,  but  the  second  ballot  will  contain 
only  the  names  of  the  two  organizations  or  individuals  receiving  the 
highest  number  of  votes  cast  in  the  first  election. 

VOTING. 

The  vote  shall  be  taken  by  crafts,  each  craft  to  include  mechan- 
ics, apprentices,  and  helpers.  A majority  of  each  of  the  respective 
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crafts  shall  have  the  ripjht  to  determine  by  whom  they  desire  to  be 
represented.  This  right  shall  not  be  construed  to  mean  that  em- 
ployees shall  be  denied  the  right  to  name  an  organization  as  their 
representative,  neither  shall  it  be  construed  to  prevent  the  employees 
from  naming  an  individual  who  is  not  an  employee  of  the  carrier. 

DISTRIBUTION,  VOTING,  AND  COUNTING. 

A general  committee,  composed  of  duly  authorized  representatives 
of  the  carrier,  duly  authorized  representatives  of  System  Federa- 
tion No.  90,  and  the  duly  authorized  representatives  of  any  other 
organization  or  100  or  more  unorganized  employees  participating  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  decision,  will  be  located  at 
designated  places  for  the  purpose  of  distributing,  receiving,  count- 
ing, and  tabulating  the  results  of  the  ballot. 

A local  committee  composed  of  the  duly  authorized  represent- 
atives as  above  outlined  will  be  established  at  each  division  point 
and  at  Altoona  Works  for  the  purpose  of  receiving,  distributing, 
packing,  and  forwarding  the  ballots  by  express  or  registered  mail 
to  the  general  committee.  Local  committees  will  see  that  each 
employee  is  given  every  opportunity  to  vote  and  that  his  ballot  is 
placed  in  envelope  and  sealed;  the  local  committee  shall  also  keep 
a record  of  the  ballots  received. 

Only  the  general  committee  is  authorized  to  open  envelopes  and 
count  the  ballots.  Where  the  force  is  limited  and  the  local  com- 
mittee can  not  be  procured,  arrangements  shall  be  made  to  place 
ballots  in  the  hands  of  such  employees  and  they  shall  be  properly 
instructed  as  to  the  manner  of  getting  their  ballot  to  the  general 
committee. 

The  ballot  should  be  completed  at  the  earliest  possible  date.  No 
one  but  the  general  committee  is  authorized  to  open,  count,  and 
tabulate  the  returns  of  the  ballot,  and  all  parties  to  the  dispute  are 
entitled  to  be  present  when  any  ballots  are  opened  and  r*ounted. 

When  the  ballots  have  been  canvassed,  the  result  shall  be  reported 
to  the  Labor  Board  and  the  representatives  of  the  carrier  and 
the  employees  will  proceed  with  the  negotiation  of  rules. 

If  either  party  to  this  dispute  believes  that  the  spirit  and  intent  of 
this  decision  is  not  being  complied  wdth.  the  complaint  should  be 
filed  with  the  Board  with  all  supporting  data. 


DECISION  NO.  219.— DOCKET  403. 

Chicago,  III.,  July  27,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Long  Island  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Shall  the  carrier  negotiate  rules  and  working  condi- 
tions affecting  shop  employees  with  the  officers  of  System  "Federa- 
tion No.  90? 

Statement  of  facts. — On  May  3,  1921,  a notice  was  posted  by  the 
superintendent  of  motive  power  in  the  carrier’s  shops,  addressed 
to  all  shop  crafts  (machinists,  sheet-metal  workers,  blacksmiths,  boil- 
ermakers, carmen,  electrical  workers,  and  their  apprentices  and  help- 
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ers)  asking  them  to  name  employees  to  represent  them  in  confer- 
ence with  the  management  to  decide  on  rules  and  working  conditions 
to  take  place  of  the  so-called  national  agreements  and  the  various 
orders,  supplements,  and  interpretations  of  the  United  States  Rail- 
road Administration. 

On  May  10,  1921,  the  carrier  was  notified  by  letter,  signed  by  an 
employee  designating  himself  “Chairman,  Federation  Committee,” 
that  the  employees  of  the  six  shop  crafts  had  decided  that  officers 
of  System  Federation  No.  90  should  represent  tliem  in  conference 
with  the  management. 

The  chairman  of  System  Federation  No.  90  subsequently  notified 
the  general  superintendent  that  he  and  six  general  chairmen  of  the 
system  federation  were  authorized  to  represent  the  employees  of  the 
carrier  in  the  proposed  negotiations. 

The  carrier  in  reply  advised  the  chairman  in  part  as  follows : 

In  order  that  there  may  be  no  possible  question  as  to  the  desire  of  our 
shop  employees  as  to  who  shall  represent  them,  I have  instructed  Mr.  Bishop 
to  immediately  take  a poll  to  determine  what  the  majority  of  the  employees 
desire.  As  soon  as  this  poll  has  been  taken,  we  will  be  ready  to  negotiate  with 
the  representatives  of  the  majority  of  the  employees. 

This  poll  was  taken  upon  a ballot  gotten  out  by  the  carrier  upon 
which  ballot  was  printed  the  following  question  and  instructions: 

Do  you  wish  the  following  officers  of  System  Federation  No.  90  to  represent 
you  in  a conference  with  the  management  of  the  Long  Island  Railroad  on 
new  working  conditions  to  take  the  place  of  those  suspended  July  1 by  the 
wage  board? 

Place  X in  proper  column  opposite  names  you  vote  for. 

If  you  do  not  desire  these  representatives,  you  may  select  others. 

(Then  followed  the  names  of  the  officers  of  System  Federation  No. 
90.) 

The  poll  was  taken  and  showed  that  98  per  cent  of  the  employees 
of  the  carrier  desired  to  be  represented  by  System  Federation  No.  90. 

The  general  superintendent  thereupon  informed  the  chairman  of 
System  Federation  No.  90  by  letter  that  in  his  opinion  Decision  No. 
119  contemplated  “ that  conferences  relative  to  agreements  should 
be  had  between  the  management  of  a railroad  and  its  direct  em- 
ployees,” and  for  this  reason  he  declined  to  negotiate  with  System 
Federation  No.  90,  none  of  whose  officers  were  employees  of  the 
carrier. 

Following  the  letter,  the  carrier  endeavored  to  negotiate  with  the 
local  committees  in  its  shops.  At  the  first  meeting  the  several  local 
chairmen  informed  the  representative  of  the  carrier  that  inasmuch 
as  the  employees  had  voted  that  S3'stem  Federation  No.  90  should 
represent  them  to  negotiate  rules  and  working  conditions’  they  had 
no  authority  to  proceed  and  therefore  would  have  to  decline  to  con- 
duct negotiations  on  behalf  of  the  employees. 

In  his  statement  before  the  Board,  the  general  superintendent  said : 

We  were  sanguine  when  that  first  letter  was  written,  that  our  employees 
would  not  count  upon  System  Federation  No.  90  to  represent  them.  * * 

Our  expectations  in  that  respect  were  destroyed. 

In  this  connection  it  should  be  stated  that  these  employees  had  been 
and  were  then  affiliated  with  System  Federation  No.  90  and  had  been 
represented  by  it  in  some  previous  negotiations  with  the  carrier. 
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Previous  decisions  of  the  Labor  Board,  notably  Decision  No.  119, 
Principle  5 and  Interj)retation  No.  3,  dispose  of  the  carrier’s  other 
contention,  that  the  Transportation  Act  does  not  permit  the  carrier 
to  conduct  negotiations  with  representatives  of  its  employees  unless 
such  representativ  es  are  also  employees  of  the  carrier.  Decision  No. 
218  issued  by  this  Board  also  deals  fully  with  the  matters  herein 
involved. 

Therefore,  the  Labor  Board’s  explicit  declarations,  as  well  as  the 
carrier’s  own  good  faith  in  this  particular  instance,  require  the  car- 
rier to  negotiate  with  System  Federation  No.  90. 

The  contention  of  the  carrier  that  the  Labor  Board  has  not  at  any 
time  acquired  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  of  rules  and  working 
conditions  is  unsound  and  untenable. 

The  Transportation  Act,  1920,  specifically  gives  the  Board  juris- 
diction of  this  subject  and  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  Board  to  act 
on  disputes  as  to  such  matters  properly  brought  before  it. 

The  Labor  Board  has  not  in  this  case,  or  any  case,  undertaken  to 
decide  or  to  assume  jurisdiction  over  the  question  as  do  what  just  and 
reasonable  rules  and  working  conditions  should  be  for  any  particular 
road  or  class  until  proper  conferences  should  have  been  had  and  the 
provisions  of  the  statute,  which  gives  this  Board  jurisdiction,  have 
been  complied  with.  But  the  subject  of  the  continuation  of  the 
national  agreements,  the  right  of  the  carriers  to  confer  separately 
with  representatives  of  tlieir  employees,  and  how  and  with  whom 
such  conferences  should  be  held  has  been  before  the  Board  and  its 
Decision  No.  119  was  rendered  thereon.  And  in  that  case  the  Board 
to  this  extent  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  and  the  parties. 

The  Transportation  Act,  1920,  expressly  provides  that  the  Labor 
Board  may  make  necessary  regulations  for  the  efficient  execution  of 
the  functions  vested  in  it  fiy  this  title.  This  will  necessarily  include 
this  subject  of  directing  the  parties  how  to  proceed  to  get  matters 
properly  before  the  Board. 

In  any  event,  both  parties  are  now  before  the  Labor  Board  in  this 
case  and  the  act  gives  the  Board  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter, 
and  the  decision  of  the  Board  carrying  out  the  spirit,  purpose,  and 
directions  of  the  Transportation  Act  in  this  case  would  be  the  same 
even  if  Decision  No.  119  had  not  been  rendered. 

Decis'lon, — The  carrier  shall  enter  into  negotiations  regarding 
rules  and  working  conditions  with  the  officers  of  S^^stem  Federation 
No.  90.  Pending  the  conclusion  of  such  negotiations,  there  shall  be 
no  change  in  rules  and  working  conditions  in  force  and  effect  on 
July  1,  1921,  except  by  agreement  between  the  canier  and  System 
Federation  No.  90,  in  accordance  with  Decision  No.  119  and  Adden- 
dum No.  2 thereto. 


DECISION  NO.  220— DOCKET  405. 

Chicago,  III.,  August  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System. 

Question. — Was  the  procedure  adopted  by  the  carrier  to  ascertain 
who  should  represent  the  employees  in  the  clerical  and  station  service 
in  the  negotiations  on  rules  legal  and  binding  on  the  employees? 
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If  not,  what  steps  should  be  taken  to  name  the  representatives  of 
said  class  of  employees  in  the  conference  on  rules  and  working  con- 
ditions ? 

Statement  of  faets, — Under  date  of  April  27,  1921,  the  System 
Brotherhood 'of  Eailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees  on  the  Pennsylvania  System 
notified  the  management  of  said  system  that  they  were  ready  to 
enter  upon  the  negotiation  of  rules  and  working  conditions.  No  reply 
to  this  communication  was  received  until  under  date  of  May  21,  1921, 
the  carrier  notified  the  chairman  of  said  organization  that  its  rep- 
resentatives would  meet  them  May  25.  On  said  date  the  represent- 
atives of  the  carrier  and  of  said  organization  of  employees  met  in 
conference. 

The  carrier  submitted  a plan  for  taking  a ballot  of  said  class  of 
employees  to  select  their  representatiA^es  for  the  conference  on  rules. 
The  representatives  of  the  organization  declined  to  accept  said  plan 
and  made  a counter  proposal.  The  carrier  declined  to  accept  the 
organization  plan.  Thereupon,  without  any  adjustment  of  said 
difference,  the  carrier  put  out  its  ballot  and  proceeded  to  take  a vote 
of  said  class  employees.  The  evidence  shows  that  a large  majority 
of  said  employees  either  did  not  participate  in  the  election  held  by 
the  carrier  or  their  votes  Avere  thrown  out  by  the  carrier.  The  rep- 
resentatives selected  by  a minority  of  the  employees  in  question 
haA^e  since  been  negotiating  neAv  agreements  for  rules  and  working 
conditions,  to  apply  to  all  employees  of  that  class,  including  the 
majority,  who  did  not  Amte  or  whose  Amtes  were  cast  out. 

The  grounds  upon  which  said  organization  of  employees  re- 
jected the  carrier’s  plan  for  a ballot  Avere  as  folloAvs:  (1)  That  said 
plan  denied  to  the  employees  the  right  to  vote  for  an  organization 
to  represent  them  and  permitted  A^oting  for  indiAuduals  only;  (2) 
that  it  required  that  the  individuals  Amted  for  should  be  employees 
of  the  carrier;  (3)  that  the  carrier  had  Avrongfully  and  illegally 
diAuded  the  employees  of  said  class  for  the  purposes  of  the  election 
into  arbitrary  subdivisions;  and,  (4)  that  the  carrier  had  formu- 
lated and  announced  its  plan  without  consulting  the  employees. 

Furthermore  said  organization  of  employees  claimed  that  the  car- 
rier was  inconsistent  in  refusing  to  place  on  the  ballot  the  name  of 
any  organization  of  employees,  because  the  carrier  had  already  rec- 
ognized the  four  brotherhoods  representing  the  engine  and  train 
serAuce  and  had  negotiated  a system  agreement  on  rules  with  them. 

The  representatiA’es  of  said  organization  made  a counter  proposal 
to  the  effect  that  a ballot  be  prepared  containing  the  names  of  their 
organization  and  all  other  similar  organizations  of  said  class  of 
employees,  and  that  all  the  details  of  the  election  be  arranged  by 
mutual  agreement  between  the  management  of  the  carrier  and  the 
representatiA^es  of  said  organizations. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  election  the  carrier  diAuded  and  subdi- 
Auded  said  class  of  employees,  as  follows: 

1.  The  general  office  forces  at  Philadelphia  and  at  Pittsburgh 
were  each  segregated  and  then  subdivided  into  six  or  more  depart- 
ments, each  of  which  separate  departments  was  to  elect  a commit- 
tee of  representati\"es. 
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2.  The  remainder  of  said  employees  were  separated  into  the  divi- 
sions comprised  in  the  four  regions  of  the  Pennsylvania  System — 
namel}^,  the  eastern,  central,  northwestern,  and  southwestern  re- 
gions, with  the  provision  that  the  employees  of  each  division  and  of 
each  general  superintendent’s  office  should  elect  three  representa- 
tives. Said  class  of  employees  were  then  divided  into  three  classes, 
presumably  based  on  the  nature  of  the  work  performed,  as  follows : 

1.  All  clerks  (excluding  chief  clerks  to  supervisory  officers,  gen- 
eral superintendents,  and  staff  officers)  in  all  offices  and  depaii:- 
ments  up  to  and  including  general  superintendent’s  office. 

2.  Station,  storehouse,  warehouse,  and  elevator  foremen  and 
assistant  foremen, 

3.  All  office,  station,  warehouse,  storehouse,  and  elevator  forces 
and  engine  and  train  crew  callers,  excluding — 

{a)  Agents,  storekeepers,  station  masters,  and  their  assistants. 

{]))  Ail  clerks. 

{c)  Station,  storehouse,  warehouse,  and  elevator  foremen  and  as- 
sistant foremen. 

As  examples  of  the  results  of  the  balloting,  the  evidence  shows  the 
following  : 

1.  On  the  Akron  Division,  central  region,  where  there  were  172 
clerks,  the  committeemen  selected  in  the  election  held  by  the  carrier 
received,  respectively,  5,  5,  and  4 votes. 

2.  On  the  Eastern  Division,  central  region,  out  of  750  eligible 
clerical  votes  the  committeemen  that  the  carrier  declared  elected  re- 
ceived, respectively,  94,  65,  and  61  votes. 

3.  On  the  Pittsburgh  Division,  central  region,  out  of  1,345  eligible 
clerical  votes,  the  committeemen  received,  respectively,  151,  147,  and 
146  votes. 

4.  On  the  Northern  Division,  central  region,  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  was  elected  by  a vote  of  20. 

5.  On  the  Kenovo  Division,  from  a total  of  305  eligible  votes,  the 
committeemen  declared  to  be  elected  received  19  votes. 

It  appears  from  the  proof  that  on  certain  divisions  some  of  the 
members  of  said  clerks’  organization  voted  in  the  election  conducted 
by  the  carrier,  casting  their  ballots  for  the  “ Brotherhood  of  Kail- 
way and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees  ” or  for  the  “system  board  of  adjustment”  of  said  clerks’ 
organization. 

For  example : On  the  Baltimore  DiAusion,  eastern  region,  414  votes 
were  cast  for  the  Brotherhood  of  Kailway  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees.  These  votes  were 
thrown  out,  and  a committeeman  declared  elected  who  received  28 
votes. 

On  the  Chicago  Terminal  Division,  northwestern  region,  the  system 
board  of  adjustment  of  said  clerks’  organization  received  495  votes. 
These  ballots  Avere  ignored  as  void,  and  committeemen  were  declared 
elected  Avho  received,  respectiA^ely,  105,  83,  and  76  votes. 

In  the  general  offices  in  Pittsburgh,  in  the  office  of  the  auditor, 
through  traffic,  the  system  board  of  adjustment.  Brotherhood  of  Kail- 
way  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees,  received  512  votes,  which  were  declared  void  by  the  car- 
rier and  were  not  counted. 
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The  foregoing  statements  of  faets  and  figures  relative  to  said  elec- 
tion are  expressly  admitted  in  detail  by  the  carrier. 

Following  the  development  of  the  foregoing  dispute,  said  organ- 
ization of  employees  made  an  ex  parte  submission  of  said  dispute  to 
the  United  States  Bailroad  Labor  Board.  Both  parties  appeared  be- 
fore the  Board  on  the  date  set  for  hearing.  The  employees  presented 
their  contentions  orally  and  in  writing.  The  carrier  filed  its  written 
answer  under  date  of  July  26, 1921.  The  Board’s  jurisdiction  has  not 
been  questioned. 

Opinion. — The  question  involved  is  one  necessarily  incident  to  the 
negotiation  of  rules  in  accordance  with  the  Transportation  Act  and  is 
within  the  unquestioned  jurisdiction  of  the  Board.  It  is  quite  obvi- 
ous that  the  necessarj^  conference  for  such  negotiation  can  not  be  had 
until  the  conferees  have  been  properly  designated  and  mutually  rec- 
ognized and  received. 

The  principal  provisions  of  the  Transportation  Act  applicable  to 
this  dispute  are  as  follows : 

1.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  all  carriers  and  their  officers,  employees,  and  agents 
to  exert  every  reasonable  effort  and  adopt  every  available  means  to  avoid  any 
interruption  to  the  operation  of  any  carrier  growing  out  of  any  dispute  between 
the  carrier  and  the  employees  or  subordinate  officials  thereof. 

2.  All  such  disputes  shall  be  considered  and,  if  possible,  decided  in  conference 
between  representatives  designated  and  authorized  so  to  confer  by  the  carriers 
or  the  employees  or  subordinate  officials  thereof,  directly  interested  in  the  dis- 
pute. 

3.  The  Labor  Board  shall  hear,  and  as  soon  as  practicable  and  with  due  dili- 

gence decide,  any  dispute  involving  grievances,  rules,  or  working  conditions 
* * * upon  the  application  of  the  chief  executives  of  any  carrier  or  organiza- 

tion of  employees  or  subordinate  officials  whose  members  are  directly  interested 
in  the  dispute. 

4.  The  Labor  Board  may  make  regulations  necessary  for  the  efficient  execu- 
tion of  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  this  title.  (Referring  to  Title  III — Dis- 
putes between  carriers  and  their  employees  and  subordinate  officials,  of  the 
Transportation  Act,  1920.) 

As  to  the  contentons  arising  between  the  carrier  and  the  said  or- 
ganization concerning  the  designation  of  representatives  of  said  em- 
plo3^ees,  the  Labor  Board  holds  as  follows : 

1.  The  carrier  was  within  its  rights  in  denying  that  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway"  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Emplo^’ees  represented  a majoritj^  of  that  class  of  em- 
plo}^ees,  and  in  requiring  evidence  of  the  alleged  fact. 

2.  An  election  to  be  freely  participated  in  by  all  emplo^^ees  of  that 
class,  union  and  nonunion,  to  select  representatives  to  negotiate  rules 
and  working  conditions  was  proper  and  legal. 

3.  That  the  carrier  was  wrong  in  refusing  to  allow  the  nam^e  of  any 
organization  to  go  on  the  ballot.  There  is  nothing  in  the  Transpor- 
tation Act  to  justify  this  course.  Said  statute  recognizes  the  exist- 
ence of  organizations  of  railway  employees,'  and  the  right  of  the 
men  to  belong  to  such  organization  is  no  longer  seriously  questioned 
in  any  quarter. 

The  railway  emplo^^ees  have  built  up  organizations  with  their 
money,  have  put  at  the  head  of  them  the  men  the,v  consider  most 
competent  and  trustworthy,  and  have  acquired  a vast  amount  of  in- 
formation, statistical  and  general,  bearing  on  matters  affecting  their 
rules  and  working  conditions.  It  is  unjust  and  unreasonable  to 
seek  by  methods,  direct  or  indirect,  to  deprive  them  of  the  efficient 
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representation  afforded  by  these  organizations,  provided,  of  course, 
a majority  of  them  desire  to  be  so  represented. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  carrier  by  fair  and  legal  methods  can 
win  the  support  of  a majority  of  its  employees  to  nonunion  repre- 
sentation in  this  important  statutor}^  conference,  it  has  the  undoubted 
right  to  do  so. 

Putting  the  name  of  an  organization  on  the  ballot  was  equivalent 
to  putting  the  names  of  individuals  there,  because  it  simply  meant 
that  the  chosen  officers  of  the  organization  would  represent  the 
employees,  if  the  majority  vote  authorized. 

4.  Said  organization  of  employees  was  wrong  in  its  suggestion  that 
the  ballot  contain  only  the  names  of  organizations  to  the  exclusion 
of  individuals.  This  ignored  the  rights  of  nonunion  men,  and  was 
therefore  unjust  and  unreasonable. 

5.  The  insistence  of  the  carrier  that  no  name  should  go  on  the 
ballot  save  that  of  an  employee  of  the  carrier  is  not  justified  by  the 
statute.  The  employees  had  no  desire,  however,  so  far  as  the  record 
shows,  to  place  on  the  ballot  the  name  of  anyone  not  an  employee. 

6.  The  carrier  had  no  legal  right  to  adopt  a regional  division  for 
the  purpose  of  requiring  the  employees  to  elect  regional  representa- 
tives, The  Transportation  Act  contemplates  that  the  class  of  em- 
ployees directly  interested  on  the  entire  system  shall  select  their  rep- 
resentatives, and  even  if  it  did  not,  the  carrier  would  have  no  right  to 
make  such  arrangement  without  the  consent  of  the  other  contracting 
party.  Such  a power  to  subdivide  into  districts  could  easily  de- 
generate into  the  process  known  in  politics  as  gerrymandering. 

The  carrier  had  no  right  to  segregate  for  the  purpose  of  such 
election,  the  clerks  in  the  general  offices  at  Philadelphia  and  Pitts- 
burgh, as  the  character  of  their  work  and  the  conditions  under  which 
it  is  performed  are  not  so  dissimilar  from  that  of  the  other  clerks  as 
to  constitute  them  a distinct  class  of  employees.  This  action  was  in 
disregard  of  Decision  No.  158  of  this  Board,  which  is  here  cited  for 
further  direction  on  this  particular  matter.  For  the  same  reason  the 
carrier  did  not  have  the  right  to  otherwise  subdivide  the  clerks  for 
the  purpose  of  said  ballot.  The  groups  into  which  they  were  divided 
did  not  constitute  distinct  classes  of  employees. 

7.  The  carrier  was  correct  in  its  contention  that  the  employees  em- 
braced in  the  membership  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steam- 
ship Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  con- 
stitute more  than  one  distinct  class  of  employees  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Transportation  Act. 

The  Labor  Board  holds  that,  under  the  Transportation  Act,  one  dis- 
tinct class  of  employees  can  not  negotiate  rules  for  another  distinct 
class.  For  example,  the  laborers  employed  in  and  around  stations, 
storehouses,  and  warehouses  have  no  right  to  participate  in  the  elec- 
tion of  representatives  to  negotiate  rules  for  clerks,  and,  vice  versa, 
the  clerks  have  no  right  to  participate  in  the  election  of  representa- 
tives to  negotiate  rules  for  said  laborers. 

The  fact  that  these  different  and  distinct  classes  of  employees  be- 
long to  the  same  organization  does  not  affect  the  question  under  con- 
sideration. The  organization  may  admit  to  its  membership  as  many 
different  classes  of  employees  as  it  may  see  fit,  but  it  can  not  throw 
their  combined  vote  and  strength  to  the  election  of  representatives 
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to  negotiate,  under  the  Transportation  Act,  for  any  one  distinct  class 
of  employees.  The  organization  may  be  selected,  however,  to  repre- 
sent any  class  of  employees  that  belong  to  it. 

The  Labor  Board  has  heretofore  held  that  employees  performing 
work  similar  in  its  general  characteristics  and  in  the  conditions  sur- 
rounding it  belong  to  the  same  class,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  It  now  holds  the  converse  of  this  proposition — namely,  that 
employees  performing  work  dissimilar  in  its  general  characteristics 
and  in  the  conditions  surrounding  it  must  be  assigned  to  ditferent 
classes,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

It  is  not  always  easy,  however,  to  classify  employees,  for  there  are 
varying  degrees  of  similarity  and  dissimilarity  in  their  work  and 
working  conditions. 

For  the  purpose  of  the  proposed  ballot,  the  Board  holds  that  the 
employees  in  question  are  properly  divided  into  the  three  following 
classes : 

GROUP  1. 

This  group  shall  include  all  clerical  forces  in  all  departments,  as 
defined  in  rule  4 of  the  national  agreement  promulgated  by  the 
United  States  Kailroad  Administration  ( excluding  those  that  were 
'considered  as  coming  under  the  provisions  of  section  (Z>),  Article  I 
of  the  national  agreement).  This  group  shall  also  include  telephone 
switchboard  operators,  office  boys,  office  messengers,  office  chore  boys, 
and  other  employees  filling  similar  positions  in  offices,  employees  en- 
gaged’ in  assorting  way  bills  and  tickets,  operating  appliances  or 
machines  for  perforating,  addressing  envelopes,  numbering  claims 
and  other  papers,  gathering  and  distributing  mail,  adjusting  dicta- 
phone cylinders,  and  performing  other  analogous  office  service. 

GROUP  2. 

This  group  shall  include  station,  storehouse,  warehouse,  and  eleva- 
tor foremen,  and  assistant  foremen,  and  other  foremen  supervising 
employees  specified  in  Group  3,  storekeepers  (not  including  general 
storekeepers  and  assistant  general  storekeepers),  excluding  such 
employees  as  were  considered  as  coming  under  the  provisions  of 
section  (5),  Article  I of  the  national  agreement  promulgated  by  the 
United  States  Railroad  Administration. 

GROUP  3. 

This  group  shall  include  all  office,  station,  warehouse,  storehouse, 
and  elevator  forces  (not  included  in  Groups  1 and  2),  such  as  train 
announcers,  gatemen,  baggage  and  parcel  room  employees,  operators 
of  station  equipment  devices  (excluding  those  covered  by  agreement 
with  telegraphers),  elevator  operators,  office,  station,  and  warehouse 
watchmen  and  janitors,  station,  platform,  warehouse,  transfer,  dock, 
pier,  storeroom,  stock  room,  and  team  track  freight  handlers  or 
truckers,  or  others  similarly  employed,  sealers,  scalers,  and  freight 
and  perishable  inspectors,  stowers  and  stevedores,  callers,  or  loaders, 
locators  or  coopers,  and  all  other  similar  or  common  labor  in  and 
around  stations,  storehouses,  and  warehouses. 
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8.  When  the  dispute  arose  as  to  the  essential  preliminary  of  how 
the  representatives  of  the  employees  should  be  selected,  neither  party 
should  have  proceeded  further,  until  that  disagreement  was  com- 
posed either  by  further  conference  or  by  reference  to  the  Labor 
Board. 

The  Transportation  Act  places  the  carrier  and  the  employees  in  a 
contractual  relationship  as  to  the  negotiation  of  rules  and  working 
conditions,  and  neither  of  the  parties  has  the  right,  either  directly 
or  indirectly,  to  dominate  or  dictate  the  other  party’s  selection  of  its 
representatives. 

The  statute  expressly  says  that  the  employees  directly  interested 
shall  “ designate  and  authorize  ” their  representatives. 

Inasmuch  as  the  law  requires  the  carrier  to  deal  with  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  employees,  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  carrier 
must  know  who  the  duty  authorized  representatives  are.  It  is  there- 
fore proper  for  the  carrier  to  be  kept  in  close  contact  with  the  elec- 
tion and  to  be  represented  in  the  conduct  thereof. 

In  this  connection  it  may  be  added  that  ail  regular  labor  organi- 
zations and  the  unorganized  employees  of  the  carrier  should  be  fairly 
represented  in  every  step  incident  to  the  taking  of  such  a ballot. 

The  misunderstanding  which  arose  as  to  the  proper  method  to 
adopt  for  the  selection  of  the  representatives  of  the  employees  for 
the  conference  on  rules  deprived  great  numbers  of  employees,  appar- 
ently a majority,  of  their  legal  right  to  be  represented.  This  sort  of 
a situation  is  not  conducive  to  industrial  peace.  The  carrier  ought 
not  to  be  content  with  it,  because  it  is  unjust  and  un-American. 

It  can  not  be  said  that  this  case  involves  in  any  sense  the  question 
of  the  open  or  closed  shop.  Neither  does  it  involve  any  attempt  to 
deprive  the  carrier  and  the  employees  of  the  right  to  sit  down  at  a 
conference  table  and  settle  their  own  differences,  if  any  arise,  as  to 
rules  and  working  conditions.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  the  purpose  of 
this  board  by  its  decision  to  guarantee  both  to  the  carrier  and  its 
employees,  union  and  nonunion,  every  right  conferred  upon  them  by 
the  law,  to  the  end  that  there  may  be  the  harmonious  cooperation 
essential  to  the  vzell-being  of  all  parties  and  the  highest  service  to 
the  public  at  large. 

Decision, — The  Labor  Board  declares  that  the  election  held  by  the 
carrier,  as  hereinbefore  described,  was  illegal  and  void,  and  that  the 
rules  negotiated  by  the  alleged  representatives  selected  by  said  ballot 
will  be  void  and  of  no  effect. 

The  Board  orders  that  another  election  be  held  to  determine  the 
choice  of  a majority  of  each  of  tlie  three  classes  of  employees  above 
set  out,  as  to  their  representatives  in  the  negotiations  of  rules  and 
working  conditions. 

A conference  shall  be  held  on  or  before  August  15,  11)21,  at  such 
place  as  the  carrier  may  designate  (of  which  due  notice  shall  be 
given  to  all  interested  parties)  betv/een  the  duty  authorized  repre- 
sentatives of  the  carrier  and  of  the  system  board  of  adjustment  of 
the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerics,  Freight  Han- 
dlers, Express  and  Station  Employees ; the  duty  authorized  repre- 
sentatives of  any  other  similar  organization  emi>racing  in  its  mem- 
bership any  of  the  employees  in  either  oi  said  classes  and  the  duty 
authorized  representatives  of  100  or  more  unorganized  employees. 
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Representatives  of  unorganized  employees  authorized  to  attend 
this  conference  must  have  the  individual  and  personal  signature  and 
authorization  of  not  less  than  100  employees  of  either  of  said  three 
classes,  said  authorization  also  showing  the  place  of  employment  and 
the  class  of  employees  to  which  each  belongs. 

Said  conference  will  arrange  all  the  details  of  said  proposed  bal- 
lot and  election,  along  the  same  lines  and  under  rules  and  regula- 
tions analogous  to  those  provided  for  the  shop  crafts  in  Decision 
No.  218. 

When  the  ballots  have  been  canvassed,  the  result  shall  be  reported 
to  the  Labor  Board,  and  the  chosen  representatives  of  the  carrier  and 
the  employees  will  proceed  with  the  negotiation  of  rules. 

If  either  party  to  this  dispute  should  believe  at  any  time  that  the 
spirit  and  intent  of  this  decision  is  not  being  complied  with,  com- 
plaint should  be  filed  with  the  Labor  Board  in  the  usual  manner. 


DECISION  NO.  221.— DOCKET  264. 

Chicago,  III.,  August  9,  1921. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Chicago  Great  Western  Railroad  Co. 

Question.‘ — This  dispute  is  upon  the  displacement  of  B.  W.  Foster, 
agent  at  Byron,  111.,  on  the  Eastern  Division  of  the  Chicago  Great 
Western  Railroad  Co.,  by  I.  E.  Palmer,  formerly  superintendent. 
Northern  Division. 

Statement  of  feucts. — On  June  1,  1920,  by  direction  of  the  manag- 
ing official  of  the  carrier,  Mr.  Palmer  displaced  Mr.  Foster,  agent 
at  Byron,  111.  Mr.  Palmer  entered  the  service  of  the  carrier  on  June 
21,  1892,  and  continued  in  station  and  telegraph  service  on  the  East- 
ern Division  until  April,  1906,  except  for  a short  period  in  1903 
when  he  secured  a leave  of  absence  to  take  a position  as  brakeman. 
Having  secured  a leave  of  absence  in  order  to  accept  a position  as 
brakeman,  the  continuity  of  Mr.  Palmer’s  service  was  preserved. 
In  April,  1906,  he  was  promoted  to  position  of  assistant  train  master 
and  served  in  official  positions  up  to  and  including  that  of  superin- 
tendent from  that  time  to  June  1,  1920,  when  he  returned  to  the 
agenc}^  at  Byron,  111. 

Mr.  Foster  entered  the  service  of  the  carrier  on  June  4,  1903,  as  a 
telegrapher  and  has  been  continuousl}?^  employed  in  the  station  and 
telegTaph  ser\dce  since  that  date.  He  bid  for  and  was  assigned  to  the 
agency  at  Byron,  111.,  on  April  7,  1919.  Upon  being  displaced  at 
Byron  by  Mr.  Palmer,  Mr.  Foster  was  checked  in  as  agent  at  May- 
wood,  111.,  and  on  September  4,  1920,  bid  for  and  was  assigned  to 
the  agency  at  Forest  Park,  IR.,  which  position  he  states  is  more 
acceptable  to  him  than  Byron,  and  one  for  which  he  would  have 
applied  even  though  he  was  not  displaced  at  Byron. 

The  employees  state  that  there  is  no  rule  in  their  schedule  which 
permits  of  the  retention  of  seniority  in  the  station  and  telegraph 
service  by  employees  promoted  or  appointed  to  positions  outside  of 
the  scope  of  the  agreement ; that  such  arrangement  can  only  be  made 
by  special  agreement  between  the  representatives  of  the  employees 
and  the  carrier;  that  Mr.  Palmer’s  name  has  never  appeared  upon 
any  of  the  seniority  lists  of  employees  in  station  and  telegTaph  serv- 
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ice,  wliich  lists  arc  compiled  in  accordance  with  the  rules  contained 
in  the  schedule ; and  that  there  is  at  least  one  case  which  may  l)e 
considered  a precedent,  namely,  that  of  an  employee  promoted  to 
position  of  dispatcher  and  wdiose  accumulated  seniorit}^  in  the  sta- 
tion and  telegraph  service  was  not  restored  when  he  returned  to  that 
service ; furthermore,  that  the  rules  of  the  current  agreement  require 
that  all  vacant  positions  shall  be  bulletined  for  the  bid  of  employees 
eligible  to  apply  for  same ; that  there  was  no  vacancy  at  Byron,  111., 
and  if  Mr,  Palmer  had  retained  his  seniority  he  could  not  displace 
Ivir.  Foster. 

The  carrier  states  that  wFen  Mr.  Palmer  accepted  the  promotion 
to  an  official  position  in  1906  he  was  guaranteed  the  retention  of  his 
seniority  rights  in  the  station  and  telegraph  service,  and  he  has  al- 
ways understood  that  when  he  desired  to  return  to  such  service  he 
would  be  permitted  to  exercise  his  seniority  on  the  division  from 
which  promoted,  and  contends  that  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the 
guarantee  of  the  retention  of  his  seniority  rights  was  made  to  Mr. 
Palmer  by  a duly  authorized  officer  of  the  carrier,  and  was  given 
and  accepted  in  good  faith,  he  should  not  be  required  to  suffer  the 
loss  of  his  seniority  through  failure  to  include  his  name  on  the  sen- 
iority list,  also  that  he  is  senior  to  Mr.  Foster  in  the  service  of  the 
carrier,  and  having  seniority  should  be  permitted  to  exercise  it  on  the 
division. 

Decision.— Thoi  position  of  the  employees  is  sustained. 


, DECISION  NO.  222.— DOCKET  475, 

Chicago,  III.,  August  11,  1921. 

Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.  v.  Railway  Employees’  Depart- 
ment, A.  F.  of  L,  (Federated  Shop  Crafts). 

Nature  of  the  proceedmg .—Thoi  subject  matter  of  this  dispute  is  a 
series  of  controversies  between  the  parties  named  herein  relating  to 
rules  and  working  conditions. 

Pursuant  to  Decision  No.  119  and  in  conformity  with  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  a large  number  of  carriers 
have  held  conferences  on  rules  and  working  conditions  with  the  rep- 
resentatives of  their  respective  employees  comprised  in  the  six  shop 
crafts,  namely,  the  machinists,  boilermakers,  blacksmiths,  sheet-metal 
workers,  electrical  workers,  carmen,  and  their  apprentices  and 
helpers. 

Each  of  these  carriers  individually-negotiated  with  its  own  employ- 
ees comprising  said  crafts  and  they  jointly  certified  to  the  Railroad 
Labor  Board  the  rules  upon  which  they  agreed,  and  those  upon  which 
they  disagreed,  with  the  respective  proposals  of  the  parties  as  to  the 
latter. 

There  are  still  other  carriers  which  have  not  yet  completed  their 
negotiations  with  said  shop  crafts. 

The  Railroad  Labor  Board  first  took  up  the  certified  submission 
of  disagreed  rules  from  one  individual  carrier  and  disposed  of  said 
disputes,  after  devoting  daily  consideration  to  same  for  nearly  three 
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weeks.  Subsequently,  the  Board,  after  giving  the  matter  thorough 
consideration,  decided  that  there  were  certain  of  these  rules  that  could 
and  should  be  made  identical  for  all  the  carriers  from  which  dis- 
agreements had  been  certified  to  the  Board.  The  first  rules  so  se- 
lected for  general  application  were  those  corresponding  with  rules 
6,  7,  9, 10, 12,  14,  and  15  of  the  national  agreement. 

In  deciding  the  disputes  between  the  various  carriers  and  their 
respective  employees  relative  to  said  rules,  the  Board  gave  careful 
consideration  to  the  submissions  filed  by  the  respective  parties  at  the 
original  hearing,  including  a vast  amount  of  evidence,  data,  and  ar- 
guments, oral,  written,  and  documentary^,  and  information  gathered 
hy  its  own  forces,  as  well  as  to  the  written  arguments  filed  along 
with  the  certification  of  the  disputed  rules. 

Parties  to  the  dispute. — The  names  of  the  carriers  and  the  organ- 
izations representing  the  employees  in  the  shop  crafts  between  which 
disagreements  arose  and  were  certified  to  the  Eailroad  Labor  Board, 
relative  to  all  or  a part  of  said  seven  rules  are  set  out  under  subcap- 
tions 1 and  2 below. 

1.  CARRIERS. 


The  carriers  parties  hereto,  each  of  which  has  a dispute  with  the  organiza- 
tions representing  the  employees  in  the  shop  crafts  on  one  or  more  of  the  rules 
covered  by  this  decision,  are: 


Ann  Arbor  Railroad  Co. 

Atlanta  & West  Point  Railroad  Co. 

Western  Railway  of  Alabama. 
Atlanta  Joint  Terminals. 

Atlanta  Coast  Line  Railroad  Co. 
Baltimore  & Ohio  Railroad  Co. 

Baltimore  & Ohio  Chicago  Termi- 
nal Railway  Co. 

Bangor  & Aroostook  Railroad  Co. 

Belt  Railway  of  Chicago. 

Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Co. 
Boston  & Maine  Railroad. 

Buffalo  & Susquehanna  Railroad  Cor- 
poration. 

Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Rail- 
way Co. 

Carolina,  Clinchfield  & Ohio  Railway. 
Carolina,  Clinchfield  & Ohio  Rail- 
way of  South  Carolina. 

Central  of  Georgia  Railway  Co. 

Central  Indiana  Railway  Co. 

Central  Railroad  Co.  of  New  Jersey. 
Charleston  & Western  Carolina  Rail- 
way. 

Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  Co. 

Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  Co.  of 
Indiana. 

Chicago  & Alton  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railroad 
Co. 

Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 
Chicago  & Western  Indiana  Railroad 
Co. 

Chicago,  Burlington  & Quincy  Rail- 
road Co. 

Chicago  Great  Western  Railroad  Co. 
99915^—22 15 


Chicago,  Indianapolis  & Louisville 
Railway  Co. 

Chicago  Junction  Railway  Co. 

Chicago  River  & Indiana  Railroad 
Co. 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Rail- 
way Co. 

Chicago,  Peoria  & St.  Louis  Railroad 
Co. 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Rail- 
way Co. 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Gulf  Rail- 
way Co. 

Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & 
Omaha  Railroad  Co. 

Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co. 

Cumberland  & Pennsylvania  Railroad 
Co. 

Delaware  & Hudson  Railroad  Co. 

Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western 
Railroad  Co. 

Denver  & Rio  Grande  Railroad. 

Duluth,  South  Shore  & Atlantic  Rail- 
way Co. 

Mineral  Range  Railroad. 

Elgin,  Joliet  & Eastern  Railway. 

Erie  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago  & Erie  Railroad.' 

New  Jersey  & New  York  Railroad. 

New  York,  Susquehanna  & West- 
ern Railroad. 

Wilkes-Barre  & Eastern  Railroad. 

Florida  East  Coast  Railway  Co. 

Port  Smith  & Western  Rdilroad. 

Georgia,  Florida  & Alabama  Railway 
Co. 
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Georgia  R<ailroad. 

Grand  Trunk  Railway  System. 

(Lines  in  United  States.) 

Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 

Green  Bay  & Western  Railroad. 

Kewaunee.  Green  Bay  & Western 
Railroad. 

Ahnapee  & Western  Railway. 

Gulf,  Mobile  & Northern  Railroad  Co. 
Hocking  Valley  Railway  Co. 

Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago,  Memphis  & Gulf  Railroad 
Co. 

Yazoo  & Mississippi  Valley  Rail- 
road Co. 

Indianapolis  Union  Railway  Co. 
International  & Great  Northern  Rail- 
way. 

Jacksonville  Terminal  Co. 

Kansas  City  Southern  Railway  Co. 

Texarkana  & Fort  Smith  Railway. 
Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Rail- 
way Co. 

Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient 
Railway  Co.  of  Texas. 

Kansas.  Oklahoma  & Gulf  Railway  Co. 
Kansas,  Oklahoma  & Gulf  Rail- 
w^ay  Co.  of  Texas. 

Kentucky  & Indiana  Terminal  Rail- 
road. 

Leliigh  & New  England  Railroad  Co. 
Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Louisville,  Henderson  & St.  Louis  Rail- 
way Co. 

Maine  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Portland  Terminal  Co. 

Minneapolis  & St.  Louis  Railroad  Co. 
Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sault  Ste. 
Marie  Railway  Go. 

Minnesota  & Intenaational  Railway 
Co. 

Big  Fork  & International  Falls 
Railway  Co. 

Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway  Go. 
Ptlissouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Rail- 
way Co.  of  Texas. 

Wichita  Falls  & Northwestern 
Railroad. 

Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad  Go. 

Columbus  & Greenville  Railroad 
Co. 

Monongahela  Railway  Co. 

Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis 
Railway. 

New  Orleans  & Great  Northern  Rail- 
road Co. 

New  York  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Boston  & Albany  Railroad. 
Cincinnati  Northern  Railroad  Co. 


New  York  Central  Railroad  Co. — Con. 
Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & 
St.  Louis  Railway  CJo. 

Fort  Wayne,  Cincinnati  & Louis- 
ville Railroad  Co. 

Kanawha  & Michigan  Railway  Co. 
Lake  Erie  & Western  Railroad  Co. 
Michigan  Central  Railroad  Co. 
Rutland  Railroad  (Jo. 

Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Railway 
Co. 

New  York,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Rail- 
road Co. 

New  York,  Ontario  & Western  Rail- 
way Co. 

Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 
Norfolk  Southern  Railroad  Co. 
Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 
Northwestern  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 
Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac 
Railroad  Co. 

St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway  Co. 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co. 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway 
Co.  of  Texas. 

San  Antonio,  Uvalde  & Gulf  Railroad. 
San  Diego  & Arizona  Railway. 
Seaboard  Air  Line  Railway  Co. 
Southern  Railway  Co. 

Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  & Texas 
Pacific  Railv'ay  Co. 

Alabama  Great  Southern  Railroad 
Co. 

New  Orleans  & Northeastern  Rail- 
road Co. 

New  Orleans  Terminal  Co. 

Georgia  Southern  & Florida  Rail- 
way Co. 

St.  John’s  River  Terminal  Co. 
Harriman  & Northeastern  Rail- 
road Co. 

Northern  Alabama  Railway  Co. 
Atlantic  & Yadkin  Railway  Co. 
Terminal  Railroad  Association  of  St. 

Louis  and  affiliated  lines. 

Toledo,  Peoria  & Western  Railwaj^  Co. 
Toledo  Terminal  Railroad  Co. 

Trinity  & Brazos  Valley  Railway  Co. 
Union  Facilic  Railroad  Co. 

Los  Angele.s  & Salt  Lake  Railroad 
Co. 

Ogden  Union  Railway  & Dep<rt  Co. 
Oregon  Short  Line  Railroad  Co. 
Oregon  - Washington  Railroad  & 
Navigation  Co. 

St.  Joseph  & Grand  Island  Rail- 
way COo 

Wabash  Railway  Co. 

Western  Maryland  Railway  Co. 
Western  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 


' 2.  ORGANIZATIONS. 

The  organizations  representing  the  employees  in  the  shop  crafts,  which  have 
a dispute  with  one  or  more  of  the  above-named  carriers  on  one  or  more  of  the 
rules  covered  by  this  decision,  are ; 
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Railway  Employees’  Depaitment  of  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor  and 
its  afliliateil  organizations  known  as 
the  Federated  Shop  Crafts — 

1.  Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen 

of  America. 

2.  International  Alliance  of  Amal- 

gamated Sheet  Metal  Work- 
ers. 

3.  International  Association  of 

Machinists. 


Railway  Employees’  Department  of  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor — Con. 

4.  International  Brotherhood  of 

Blacksmiths,  Drop  Forgers 
and  Heli>ers. 

5.  International  Brotherhood  of 

Boilermakers,  Iron  Ship 
Builders  and  Helpers  of 
America. 

6.  International  Brotherhood  of 

Electrical  W orkers. 


Decision. — The  Kailroad  Labor  Board  has  decided  that  the  seven 
rules  approved  by  the  Board,  corresponding  to  said  seven  rules  of  the 
national  agreement,  are  just  and  reasonable  and  that  they  shall  apply 
to  each  of  the  carriers  set  out  under  the  caption  “ Parties  to  the  dis^ 
pute”  except  in  such  instances  as  any  particular  carrier  may  have 
agreed  with  its  employees  upon  any  one.  or  more  of  said  rules,  in 
which  case  the  rule  or  rules  agreed  upon  by  the  carrier  and  its  em- 
ployees shall  apply  on  said  road.  Reference  is  made  to  the  number 
of  these  rules  in  the  national  agreement,  because  the}^  are  not  num- 
bered uniformly  in  the  submissions  from  the  various  carriers. 

The  seven  rules  approved  by  the  Board  are  as  follows : 

Rule  No.  6. — All  overtime  continuous  with  regular  bulletined  hours  will  be 
paid  for  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  until  relieved ; except  as  may  be  pro- 
vided in  rules  hereinafter  set  out. 

Work  performed  on  Sundays  and  the  following  legal  holidays,  viz..  New 
Year’s  Day,  Washington’s  Birthday,  Decoration  Day,  Fourth  of  July,  Labor 
Day,  Thanksgiving  Day,  and  Christmas  (provided  when  any  of  the  above  holi- 
days fall  on  Sunday,  the  day  observed  by  the  State,  Nation,  or  proclamation 
shall  be  considered  the  holiday),  shall  be  paid  for  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one- 
half.  except  that  employees  necessary  to  the  operation  of  power  houses,  mill- 
wright gangs,  heat  treating  plants,  train  yards,  running  repair  and  inspection 
forces,  who  are  regularly  assigned  by  bulletin  to  work  on  Sundays  and  holidays, 
will  be  compensated  on  the  same  basis  as  on  week  days.  Sunday  and  holiday 
work  will  be  required  only  when  absolutely  essential  to  the.  continuous  operation 
of  the  railroad. 

Rule  No.  7. — For  continuous  service  after  regular  working  hours,  employees 
will  be  paid  time  and  one-half  on  the  actual  minute  basis  with  a minimum  of 
one  hour  for  any  such  service  performed. 

Employees  shall  not  be  required  to  work  more  than  two  hours  without  being 
permitted  to  go  to  meals.  Time  taken  for  meals  will  not  terminate  the  con- 
tinuous service  period  and  will  be  paid  for  up  to  thirty  (30)  minutes. 

Employees  called  or  required  to  report  for  work  and  reporting  but  not  used 
will  be  paid  a minimum  of  four  hours  at  straight-time  rates. 

Employees  called  or  required  to  report  for  work  and  reporting  will  be  allowed 
a minimum  of  four  (4)  hours  for  tvro  (2)  hours  and  forty  (40)  minutes  or  less, 
and  will  be  required  to  do  only  such  work  as  called  for  or  other  emergency  work 
which  may  have  developed  after  they  were  called  and  can  not  be  performed  by 
the  regular  force  in  time  to  avoid  delays  to  train  movement. 

Employees  will  be  allowed  time  and  one-half  on  minute  basis  for  services  per- 
formed continuously  in  advance  of  the  regular  working  period  with  a minimum 
of  one  hour ; the  advance  period  to  be  not  more  than  one  hour. 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  for  in  this  rule,  all  overtime  beyond  16  hours’ 
service  in  any  24-hour  period,  computed  from  starting  time  of  employees’  regular 
shift,  shall  be  paid  for  at  rate  of  double  time. 

Rule  No.  9. — Employees  required  to  work  during,  or  any  part  of,  the  lunch 
period,  shall  receive  pay  for  the  length  of  the  lunch  period  regularly  taken  at 
point  employed  at  straight  time  and  will  be  allowed  necessary  time  to  procure 
lunch  (not  to  exceed  30  minutes)  without  loss  of  time. 

This  does  not  apply  where  employees  are  allowed  the  twent.v  (20)  minutes 
for  lunch  without  deduction  therefor. 

Rule  No.  10. — An  employee  regularly  assigned  to  work  at  a shop,  engine  house, 
repair  track,  or  inspection  point,  when  called  for  emergency  road  work  away 
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from  such  shop,  engine  house,  repair  track,  or  inspection  point,  will  be  paid  from 
the  time  ordered  to  leave  home  station  until  his  return  for  all  time  worked  in 
accordance  with  the  j)ractice  at  home  station  and  straight-time  rate  for  all 
time  waiting  or  traveling. 

If,  during  the  time  on  the  road,  a man  is  relieved  from  duty  and  permitted 
to  go  to  bed  for  five  (5)  or  more  hours,  such  relief  time  will  not  be  paid  for, 
provided  that  in  no  case  shall  he  be  paid  for  a total  of  less  than  eight  (8)  hours 
each  calendar  day,  when  such  irregular  service  prevents  the  employee  from 
making  his  regular  daily  hours  at  home  station.  AVhere  meals  and  lodging  are 
not  provided  by  railroad,  actual  necessary  expenses  will  be  allowed. 

Employees  will  be  called  as  nearly  as  possible  one  hour  before  leaving  time, 
and  on  their  return  will  deliver  tools  at  point  designated. 

If  required  to  leave  home  station  during  overtime  hours,  they  will  be  allowed 
one  hour  preparatory  time  at  straight-time  rate. 

Wrecking  service  employees  will  be  paid  under  this  rule,  except  that  all 
time  working,  waiting,  or  traveling  on  Sundays  and  liolidays  will  be  paid  for 
at  rate  of  time  and  one-half,  and  all  time  working,  waiting,  or  traveling  on 
week  days  after  the  recognized  straight-time  hours  at  home  station  will  also 
be  paid  for  at  rate  of  time  and  one-half. 

Rule  No.  12. — Employees  sent  out  to  temporarily  fill  vacancies  at  an  outlying 
point  or  shop,  or  sent  out  on  a temporary  transfer  to  an  outlying  point  or  shop, 
will  be  paid  continuous  time  from  time  ordered  to  leave  home  point  to  time  of 
reporting  at  point  to  which  sent,  straight-time  rates  to  be  paid  for  straight- 
time  hours  at  home  station,  and  for  all  other  time,  whether  waiting  or  travel- 
ing. If,  on  arrival  at  the  outlying  point,  there  is  an  opportunity  to  go  to  bed 
for  five  (5)  hours  or  more  before  starting  work,  time  will  not  be  allawed  for 
such  hours. 

While  at  such  outside  point  they  will  be  paid  straight  time  and  overtime  in 
accordance  with  the  bulletin  hours  at  that  point,  and  will  be  guaranteed  not 
less  than  eight  (8)  hours  for  each  day. 

Where  meals  and  lodging  are  not  provided  by  the  company,  actual  necessary 
expenses  will  be  allowed. 

On  the  return  trip  to  the  home  point,  straight  time  for  waiting  or  traveling 
will  be  allowed  up  to  the  time  of  arrival  at  the  home  point. 

Rule  No.  Vh — Employees  regularly  assigned  to  road  work  whose  tour  of  duty 
is  regular  and  who  leave  and  return  to  home  station  daily  (a  boarding  car  to 
be  considered  a home  station)  shall  be  paid  continuous  time  from  the  time  of 
leaving  the  home  station  to  the  time  they  return,  whether  working,  waiting,  or 
traveling,  exclusive  of  the  meal  period,  as  follows : 

Straight  time  for  all  hours  traveling  and  waiting,  straight  time  for  work 
performed  during  regular  hours,  and  overtime  rates  for  work  performed  during 
overtime  hours.  If  relieved  from  duty  and  permitted  to  go  to  bed  for  five  (5) 
hours  or  more,  they  wdll  not  be  allowed  pay  for  such  hours.  Where  meals  and 
lodging  are  not  provided  by  the  company  when  away  from  home  station,  actual 
expenses  will  be  allow’'ed. 

The  starting  time  to  be  not  earlier  than  6 a.  m.  nor  later  than  8 a.  m. 

Where  two  (2)  or  more  shifts  are  worked,  the  starting  time  will  be  regulated 
accordingly. 

Where  employees  are  required  to  use  boarding  cars,  the  railroad  v^ill  furnish 
sanitary  cars  and  equip  them  for  cooking,  heating,  and  lodging;  the  present 
practice  of  furnishing  cooks  and  equipment  and  maintaining  and  operating 
the  cars  shall  be  continued. 

Escc€pHo7i. — In  case  where  the  schedule  of  trains  interferes  with  the  starting 
time  an  agreement  may  be  entered  into  by  the  superintendent  of  the  depart- 
ment affected  and  the  general  chairman  of  the  craft  affected. 

Rule  No.  15. — Employees  regularly  assigned  to  perform  road  work  and 
paid  on  a monthly  basis  shall  be  paid  not  less  than  the  minimum  hourly  rate 
established  for  the  corresponding  class  of  employees  coming  under  the  provi- 
sions of  this  schedule  on  the  basis  of  865  eight-hour  days  per  calendar  year. 
The  monthly  salai’y  is  arrived  at  by  dividing  the  total  earnings  of  2,920  hours 
by  12;  no  overtime  is  allowed  for  time  worked  in  excess  of  eight  (8)  hours 
per  day ; on  the  other  hand,  no  time  is  to  be  deducted  unless  the  employee 
lays  off  of  his  own  accord. 

The  regularly  assigned  road  men  under  the  provisions  of  this  rule  may  be 
used,  when  at  home  point,  to  perform  shop  work  in  connection  with  the  work 
of  their  regular  assignments. 
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Where  meals  and  lodging  are  not  furnished  by  the  railroad  or  when  the 
service  requirements  made  the  purchase  of  meals  and  lodging  necessary  while 
away  from  home  point,  employees  will  be  paid  necessary  expenses. 

If  it  is  found  that  this  rule  does  not  produce  adequate  compensation  for 
certain  of  these  positions  by  reason  of  the  occupants  thereof  being  required 
to  work  excessive  hours,  the  salary  for  these  positions  may  be  taken  up  for 
adjustment. 

The  foregoing  rules  are  all  connected  with  the  subject  of  overtime, 
and  the  Board’s  approval  of  them  is  based  on  its  conception  of  the 
requirements  of  the  Transportation  Act  that  rules  and  working 
conditions  must  be  just  and  reasonable.  They  must  be  reasonable 
and  just  both  to  the  carrier  and  the  employee. 

There  was  a wide  diversity  of  rules  among  the  numerous  rail- 
roads of  this  country  prior  to  the  standardization  that  took  place 
during  Federal  control.  It  is  therefore  possible  to  cite  precedents 
for  almost  any  rule  that  may  be  advocated.  Such  precedents,  at 
best,  are  persuasive  but  not  controlling.  The  fact  that  a given  rule 
may  once  have  existed  by  agreement  on  a road  is  not  conclusive  of 
its  reasonableness  and  justness,  for  it  may  have  been  imposed  on 
the  employees  by  unavoidable  necessity  or  on  the  carrier  by  eco- 
nomic pressure.  The  Board  has  therefore  felt  constrained  to  con- 
sider the  principles  of  right  and  wrong  involved  in  the  proposals 
and  counter-proposals  submitted  to  it  in  the  light  of  present  con- 
ditions and  industrial  history. 

Throughout  these  rules  the  soundness  of  the  principle  of  puni- 
tive pay  for  overtime  work  has  been  recognized,  but  not  to  the 
extreme  extent  embodied  in  the  national  agreement. 

The  8-hour  day  has  also  been  given  full  recognition.  The  policy 
of  paying  time  and  one-half  for  work  performed  on  Sundays  and 
holidays  is  also  approved  in  rule  6,  but  an  important  exception 
is  provided.  Certain  kinds  of  work,  which  are  unavoidably  and 
regularly  performed  on  Sundays  and  holidays  and  which  are  abso- 
lutely essential  to  the  continuous  operation  of  the  railroad  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  public,  are  not  treated  as  overtime  v7ork. 
The  carrier  has  no  choice  as  to  the  performance  of  this  work  and 
does  not  arbitrarily  require  it.  It  is  not  just  to  penalize  the  carrier 
for  that  which  it  can  not  escape.  Manufacturing  plants  can,  as  a 
rule,  control  or  eliminate  Sunday  and  holiday  work;  therefore  a 
comparison  of  such  plants  with  a railroad  is  unfair  except  in  so  far 
as  the  “ back  shop  ” is  concerned,  and  the  method  of  paying  for 
overtime  in  the  back  shop  has  not  been  disturbed  by  these  rules. 

There  are  other  classes  of  employment  in  which  Sunday  and 
holiday  work  is  regular  and  necessary,  and  those  engaged  in  it  are 
not  paid  overtime;  for  example,  engineers,  firemen,  conductors,  and 
trainmen,  and,  going  outside  of  railroad  service,  police  and  fire 
department  employees,  and  street  car  conductors  and  motormen. 

The  practice  of  allowing  5 hours  for  a call  is  a relic  of  the  time 
when  10  hours  constituted  a day’s  work,  and  it  was  thought  just  and 
reasonable  to  allow  one-half  day,  or  5 hours,  for  a call.  Now  that 
the  hours  have  been  reduced  to  8,  by  the  same  principle,  it  is  just  and 
reasonable  to  make  the  allowance  one-half  day,  or  4 hours. 

Employees  usually  commence  work  between  7 a.  m.  and  7.30  a.  m., 
with  a lunch  period  in  the  neighborhood  of  12  o’clock  noon,  and  finish 
their  regular  8-hour  period  at  4 p.  m.  Certainly,  there  is  no  hard- 
ship in  asking  employees  to  continue  on  to  6 p.  m.  (if  their  services 
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are  required),  before  they  go  to  a meal,  and  in  many  cases  workmen 
would  prefer  to  work  the  additional  two  hours  in  order  to  complete 
their  work  and  go  home  without  having  to  return. 

If  men  are  called  after  regular  hours  for  some  em.ergency  work, 
it  is  fair  and  reasonable  to  use  these  men  only  on  other  emergency" 
work  which  may  have  developed  after  they  were  called  without 
being  obliged  to  call  them  again  or  to  call  other  men. 

When  men  are  sent  out  on  the  road  for  emergency  service,  or  to 
fill  temporary  vacancies,  it  is  certainly  just  and  reasonable  to  pay 
them  straight  time  for  all  time  traveling  or  waiting,  and  for  all  time 
worked,  straight  time  for  straight-time  hours,  and  overtime  for  over- 
time hours  in  accordance  with  the  practice  at  the  home  station  or 
at  the  point  where  they  are  temporarily  employed. 

It  is  just  and  reasonable  that  men  assigned  to  road  service  on  a 
monthly  basis  should  be  paid  8 hours  per  day,  365  days  per  year, 
without  any  allowance  for  overtime. 

It  is  a fact  that  on  many  Sundays  and  holidays  these  men  are  not 
called  upon  to  work,  but  no  deduction  is  made  in  their  pay.  These 
monthly  positions  must  be  desirable,  because  they  are  usually  occu- 
pied by  the  older  men,  and  there  is  regularity  as  to  the  monthly 
compensation. 

The  Labor  Board  does  not  deem  it  necessary  to  enter  further  into 
a detailed  discussion  of  said  rules.  A mere  comparison  by  an  Uxnbiased 
mind  of  the  rules  adopted  by  the  Board  and  the  corresponding  rules 
embraced  in  the  national  agreement  which  were  proposed  by  the 
employees  for  readoption  by  this  Board  is  sufficient,  the  Board  be- 
lieves, to  convince  that  the  modifications  are  just  and  reasonable,  and 
that  the  complaint  made  by  the  carriers  that  the  national  agreement 
rules  were  burdensome,  unreasonable,  and  unjust  was  well  grounded. 

The  Board  has  felt  impelled,  however,  to  decline  many  of  the  modi- 
fications of  said  rules  advocated  by  the  carriers,  because  they  appeared 
to  go  to  an  opposite  extreme  that  is  unjust  and  unreasonable. 

In  this  case,  as  so  often  happens  in  human  experience,  there  is  a 
point  somewhere  between  the  extreme  positions  of  opposing  forces 
where  justice  and  reason  may  be  found. 

The  rules  above  set  out  will  become  effective  August  16,  1921,  on 
the  roads  upon  which  they  are  applicable,  as  aforesaid,  except  that 
employees  who  have  been  paid  under  a less  favorable  rate  or  condi- 
tion for  the  period  embracing  July  1 to  August  15,  1921,  inclusive, 
shall  be  reimbursed  under  these  rules. 

DISSENTING  OPINION. 

For  reasons  hereinafter  set  forth,  the  undersigned  dissents  from 
the  majority  decision  rendered  by  the  Board  as  to  the  following 
disagreed  rules,  the  subject  matter  of  which  was  jointly  submitted 
to  the  Board  by  the  Chicago  & North  Western  Kailway  Co.  and  the 
Federated  Shop  Crafts  for  decision. 

The  questions  in  dispute,  for  ready  reference  purpose  only,  are 
given  the  same  rule  numbers  and  embrace  the  same  subject  matter 
as  the  corresponding  numbers  and  rules  of  the  national  agreement. 

RULES  65  7,  IO5  12,  14,  AND  15. 

The  basis  of  procedure  in  this  case  was  as  follows:  The  Board, 
by  motion,  first  agreed  to  take  up  and  decide  the  questions  in  dispute 
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on  the  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co.  and  that  the  decision 
reached  would  apply  only  to  this  carrier. 

On  July  23,  1921,  the  following  motion  was  adopted: 

The  approval  by  the  Board  of  any  rule  for  any  carrier  does  not  carry  with 
it  the  approval  of  that  rule  for  any  other  carrier  unless  expressly  so  stated. 

On  August  5, 1921,  the  following  motion  was  adopted : 

That  rules  6,  7,  10,  12,  153,  154,  and  155  as  adopted  for  the  Chicago  & North 
Western  Railroad  be  applied  as  of  August  15  to  all  roads  where  there  has  been 
a difference  between  the  men  and  the  carriers  on  these  rules  and  the  case  is 
before  the  Board,  and  the  same  to  be  released  as  soon  as  supporting  or  dis- 
senting opinions  can  be  prepared. 

In  rule  6 the  majority  of  Board  decided  that : 

Employees  necessary  to  the  operation  of  power  houses,  millwright  gangs,  heat- 
treating  plants,  train  yard,  running  repairs  and  inspection  forces,  who  are 
regularly  assigned  by  bulletin  to  work  on  Sundays  and  holidays,  will  be  com- 
pensated on  the  same  basis  as  on  week  days. 

The  employees^  proposed  rule  and  defense  are  herewith  quoted. 

Rule  6. — All  overtime  after  bulletin  hours  will  be  paid  for  at  the  rate  of  time 
and  one-half  until  relieved,  except  as  provided  for  in  rules  7,  9,  10,  and  12. 

This  to  include  work  performed  on  Sundays,  New  Year’s  Day,  Washington’s 
Birthday,  Decoration  Day,  Fourth  of  July,  Labor  Day,  Thanksgiving  Day, 
Christmas,  and  such  State  holidays  as  are  now  recognised  as  punitive  overtime 
days  at  the  various  points  within  the  different  States. 

Defeme. — Some  of  the  crafts  on  the  Chicago  & North  Western  Railroad  have, 
prior  to  and  through  agreements  since  1905,  received  one  and  one-half  time  for 
services  rendered  outside  of  regular  bulletin  hours,  including  Sundays  and 
holidays.  This  has  been  extended  to  other  crafts  from  year  to  year  and  all 
shop  crafts  have  received  it  since  1917,  and  prior  to  that  time,  and  we  herewith 
quote  rules  of  former  agi’eements: 

machinists’  RITLE,  1906, 

“All  time  over  the  regular  working  time  Sundays,  New  Yeai-’s  Day,  Wash- 
ington’s Birthday,  July  Fourth,  Decoration  Day,  Labor  Day,  Thanksgiving  Day, 
and  Christmas  shall  be  paid  for  at  one  and  one-half  time. 

“Any  of  tlie  holidays  mentioned  in  this  schedule  failing  on  Sundays,  the  day 
observed  by  the  State  or  Nation  or  by  proclamation  shall  be  considered  a holi- 
day and  paid  for  as  such.” 

“ BOILERMAKiatS’  RULE,  OCl’OBER  1,  1910. 

“Boilermakers,  apprentices,  and  helpers  working  on  a job  during  overtime 
hours  before  or  after  the  bulletin  hours  of  each  shift  shall  rec'eive  pay  as 
follows : 

“Time  and  one-half  from  the  bulletin  hours  of  the  shop  (if  wording  less 
than  nine  hours)  up  to  and  iiicluding  the  ninth  hour.  For  all  time  thereafter 
tliey  shall  receive  five  hours  for  thi'ee  hours  and  twenty  minutes  or  less.  If 
more  than  three  hours  and  twenty  minutes  are  worked  after  the  ninth  hour, 
then  time  and  one-half  shall  govern.  Boilermakers,  helpers,  and  apprentices 
will  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  for  Sundays  and  logal  holidays. 
This  to  include  the  following:  New  Year’s  Day,  Washington’s  Birthday,  Deco- 
ration Day,  Independence  Day,  Labor  Day,  Thanksgiving,  and  Christmas. 
When  a holiday  falls  on  Sunday,  the  day  obseiwed  by  the  Nation  or  State  shall 
be  recognized  as  a legal  holiday.” 

“blacksmiths’  rule,  DECEMBER  1,  1912, 

“ Blacksmiths  and  helpers  working  on  a job  during  ovei'time  hours,  before 
or  after  the  bulletin  hours  of  the  shops,  shall  receive  pay  as  follows: 

“ Time  and  one-half  for  all  bulletin  hours  of  the  shop  ( if  working  less  than 
nine  hours)  up  to  and  including  the  ninth  hour.  For  all  time  worked  there- 
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after  they  shall  receive  five  hours  for  three  hours  and  twenty  minutes  or  less. 
If  more  than  three  hours  and  twenty  minutes  are  worked  after  the  nine  hours, 
then  time  and  one-halT  shall  govern. 

“ Time  and  one-half  will  be  paid  for  all  Sundays  and  national  holidays  as 
follows:  New  Year’s  Day,  Washington’s  Birthday,  Decoration  Day,  Fourth  of 
July,  Labor  Day,  Thanksgiving  Day,  Christmas ; and  any  of  the  foregoing 
falling  on  Sunday,  those  desi.gnated  by  the  State  or  Nation  shall  be  considered 
the  holiday.” 

“federated  rule,  APRIL  16,  1916. 

Machinists. — Overtime  rates  shall  be  paid  for  Sundays  and  holidays  as 
follows:  New  Year’s  Day,  Washington’s  Birthday,  Decoration  Day,  Independ- 
ence Day,  Labor  Day,  Thanksgiving  Day,  and  Christmas;  when  any  of  the 
above  holidays  fall  on  Sunday,  the  day  observed  by  the  State  or  Nation,  or  by 
proclamation,  shall  be  considered  the  holiday.  Overtime  rates  will  also  be 
paid  for  all  time  worked  before  or  after  bulletin  hours,  days  the  shops  and 
roundhouses  are  shut  down  except  to  make  emergency  repairs  to  shop  tools  or 
machinery,  or  to  work  in  shops  or  roundhouses  working  on  parts  of  locomotives, 
etc.,  in  roundhouses  undergoing  running  repairs.  This  clause  not  to  conflict 
with  the  carmen’s  special  agreement. 

“A  man  working  during  the  day  shift  being  called  to  work  all  night,  and 
following  that  is  called  upon  to  work  during  the  next  day,  shall  re«3eive  over- 
time rates  during  overtime  hours  and  followmg  day  until  relieved,  except  he 
works  the  following  day  of  his  own  accord.” 

Boilermakers. — April  16,  1916.  Same  as  above. 

Blacksmiths. — April  16,  1916.  Same  as  above. 

Carmen. — April  16,  1916.  Same  as  above. 

“federated  RULE,  JULY  5,  1917.  MACHINISTS,  BOILERMAKERS,  BLACKSMITHS,  CAR- 
MEN, ELECTRICAL  WORKERS,  SHEET-METAL  WORKERS. 

“ Overtime  rates  shall  be  p.aid  for  Sundays  and  holidays,  as  follows ; 

“ New  Year’s  Day,  Washington’s  Birthday,  DecOTation  Day,  Independence 
Day,  Labor  Day,  Thanksgiving  Day,  and  Christmas  Day. 

“ When  any  of  the  above  holidays  fall  on  Sunday,  the  day  observed  by  the 
State  or  Nation,  or  by  proclamation,  shall  be  considered  the  holiday. 

“ Overtime  rates  will  also  be  paid  for  all  time  worked  before  or  after  bulle- 
tined hours,  days  the  shops  and  roundhouses  are  shut  down,  except  to  make 
emergency  repairs  in  shops  and  roundhouses,  working  on  parts  of  locomotives, 
etc.,  in  roundhouses  undergoing  running  repairs. 

“ Freight  train  yard  interchange  and  passenger  terminal  forces  in  the  car 
department  wiil  not  be  paid  overtime  rates  for  Sundays. 

“Employees  on  this  railroad  do  not  desire  to  work  overtime,  but  they  do 
contend  that  if  they  are  required  to  work  overtime  they  ivill  receii  e extra  com- 
pensation and  should  not  be  made  to  sacrifice  the  overtime  conditions  they  were 
enjoying  prior  to  the  national  agreement. 

The  employees  hold  that  they  should  not  be  requested  to  relinquish  the  con- 
ditions they  have  had  on  this  railroad  for  a good  many  years.” 

In  rule  7 the  majority  of  the  board  decided  that  these  employees 
were  not  entitled  to  be  paid  as  for  a call  if  retpiired  to  return  for 
seryice  after  being  released  to  obtain  food;  likewise  the  majority 
decided  that  these  employees  were  to  be  paid  a minimum  of  only  four 
hours  when  called  or  required  to  report  for  work  outside  of  regular 
hours  or  the  so-called  continuous  service  provision  of  this  rule. 

The  employees  proposed  rule  7 and  defense  are  herewith  quoted : 

Hule  7. — Employees  working  overtime  continuous  with  bulletin  hours  shall  be 
paid  1 hour  for  40  minutes’  service  or  less,  and  will  not  lie  required,  to  work 
longer  than  one  hour  before  being  permitted  to  procure  meal. 

Employees  called  or  required  to  return  to  work  before  or  after  builet^.n  iLours 
shall  be  paid  five  hours  for  three  hours  aud  twenty  minutes  service  or  less. 

Employees  working  overtime  shall  be  required  to  do  only  such  work  as  h^d 
or  called  for. 
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Employees  called  and  reporting  for  work  but  not  used  will  be  paid  not  less 
than  five  hours  for  such  call. 

Defense. — Employees  contend  that  this  is  not  an  unfair  rule,  and  that  they 
should  receive  1 hour  for  40  minutes’  service  or  less  if  required  to  work  con- 
tinuous with  their  regular  working  hours,  and  they  should  not  be  required  to 
work  more  than  1 hour  without  being  permitted  to  go  to  meals. 

Previous  to  the  application  of  this  rule  it  was  the  practice  of  foremen  to  hold 
men  an  unreasonable  time  without  permitting  them  to  go  to  meals. 

This  rule  provides  that  when  men  are  called  to  or  required  to  work  before  or 
after  their  regular  bulletin  hours  they  should  be  allowed  5 hours  for  3 hours  and 
20  minutes  service  or  less.  The  employees  feel  as  though  this  is  not  an 
unjust  rule  due  to  the  fact  that  they  may  be  called  or  notified  to  go  to  work 
at  any  hour  outside  of  their  regular  vv’orking  hours,  and  which  is  very  incon- 
venient to  the  employees. 

Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  national  agreement,  the  employees  in  the 
Chicago  & North  Western  Railroad  did  enjoy,  through  agreement,  the  con- 
ditions which  this  rule  provides  for,  and  we  herewith  quote  the  following 
rules : 

“machinists’  KULE,  1906. 

“ Machinists  called  to  w'ork  overtime,  and  such  work  shall  be  three  hours  and 
twenty  minutes  or  less,  shall  receive  five  hours’  pay.  If  more  than  three  hours 
and  twenty  minutes,  then  time  and  one-half  will  be  paid. 

“ Decision  of  May  16,  1905,  on  rule  16.  A man  is  entitled  to  half  a day’s  pay 
for  any  work  he  performs  consuming  three  hours  and  twenty  miuntes  or  any 
time  less,  irrespective  of  at  what  time  he  is  notified  to  come  and  perform  the 
work.  ” 


“blacksmiths’  EHLE,  august  1,  1910. 

“Blacksmiths  and  helpers  working  on  a job  during  overtime  hours  be'^’ore 
or  after  bulletin  hours  of  the  shop  shall  receive  pay  as  follows : 

“ Time  and  one-half  from  the  bulletin  hours  of  the  shop  ( if  working  less 
than  nine  hours)  up  to  and  including  the  ninth  hour.  For  all  time  thereafter 
they  shall  receive  five  hours  for  three  hours  and  twenty  minutes,  or  less.  • If 
more  than  three  hours  and  twenty  minutes  is  worked  after  the  ninth  hour,, 
then  time  and  one-half  shall  govern.  ” 

“ BOILEEMAKEKS’  EULE,  OCTOBEE  1,  1910. 

“ Boilermakers,  apprentices,  and  helpers  v.  orking  on  a job  during  overtime 
hours  before  or  after  the  bulletin  hours  of  each  shift  shall  receive  pay  as  fol- 
lows : Time  and  one-half  from  the  bulletin  hours  of  the  shop  ( if  working 

less  than  nine  hours)  up  to  and  including  the  ninth  hour.  For  all  time  worked 
thereafter  they  shall  receive  five  hours  for  three  hours  and  twenty  minutes  or 
less.  If  more  than  three  jiours  and  twenty  minutes  is  worked  after  the  ninth 
hour,  then  time  and  one-half  shall  govern.  ” 

Boilermakers. — December  1,  1912.  Same  as  above. 

Blacksmiths. — December  1,  1912.  Same  as  above. 

Machinists. — December  1,  1912.  Same  as  above. 

“FEDEEATED  EULE,  APEIL  16,  1916. 


^‘Machinists. — Men  called  for  emergency  repairs  shall  be  allowed  to  go  home 
when  job  for  which  they  are  called  or  held  over  has  been  finished.  Employees 
subject  to  this  agreement  working  on  a job  during  overtime  hours,  before  or 
after  bulletin  hours  of  each  shift,  shall  receive  pay  as  follows:  Five  hours 
for  tiiree  hours  and  twenty  minutes  or  less.  If  more  than  three  hours  and 
twenty  minutes  are  worked,  before  or  after  bulletin  hours  of  shops  and 
roundhouses,  then  time  and  one-half  to  govern.  When  men  are  (ailed  during 
overtime  hours  and  are  on  duty  from  time  called  for  three  hours  and  twenty 
minutes  or  less  and  are  then  released  during  said  overtime  hours,  they  shall 
be  paid  for  five  hours.  ” 

Boilei'nmkers. — April  16,  1916.  Same  as  above. 

Blacksmiths. — April  16,  1916.  Same  as  above. 

Carmen. — ^April  16,  19i6.  Same  as  above. 
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FEDERATED  RULE,  JUr.Y  5,  1917.  MACHINISTS,  HOI  LERM  AKERS,  HLACKSMITHS, 

CARMEN,  ELECTRICAL  WORKERS,  AND  SHEET-METAL  WORKERS. 

“ Employees  subject  to  this  agreement  working  in  shops,  roundhouses,  and 
repair  tracks  during  overtime  hours,  before  or  after  bulletin  hours  of  eacli 
shift,  shall  receive  pay  as  follows:  Five  hours  for  three  hours  and  twenty 
minutes  or  less.  If  more  than  three  hours  and  twenty  minutes  are  workea 
before  or  after  bulletin  hours  of  shops  and  roundhouses,  then  time  and  one- 
half  to  govern.  Men  working  the  eight-hour  day  or  shift,  if  required  to  worli 
the  ninth  hour,  shall  be  paid  time  and  one-half  for  same;  if  rerjuired  to  work 
beyond  this  time,  the  five-hour  rule  will  apply  to  all  time  worked  beyond  the 
eight  hours  up  to  three  hours  and  twenty  minutes.” 

The  employees  feel  that  this  rule  is  fair  and  just,  and  the  conditions  which 
have  been  in  effect  prior  to  the  national  agreement  should  continue. 

Rule  10  as  submitted  by  the  employees  is  substantially  the  rule 
that  was  in  effect  on  many  railroads  as  the  result  of  mutual  agreement 
between  the  carriers^and  the  employees. 

Tlie  employees  proposed  rule  10  and  the  defense  are  herewith 
quoted. 

Rule  10,  Employees,  except  as  the  provisions  of  rule  12  apply,  sent  out  on 
the  road  for  emergency  service  shall  receive  continuous  time  from  the  time 
called  until  their  return,  as  follows: 

Overtime  rates  for  all  overtime  hours  and  straight  time  for  the  recognized 
straight-time  hours  at  home  station,  whether  working,  waiting,  or  traveling, 
except  that  after  the  first  24  hours,  if  relieved  from  duty  and  permitted  to  go 
to  bed  for  5 or  more  hours,  they  will  not  be  allowed  time  for  such  hours,  pro- 
vided that  in  no  case  shall  an  employee  be  paid  for  less  than  8 hours  on  week 
days,  and  8 hours  at  one  and  one-half  time  for  Sundays  and  recognized  holidays 
for  each  calendar  day.  Where  meals  and  lodging  are  not  provided  by  the 
railroad  actual  expenses  v/ill  be  allowed.  Employees  will  rec*eive  all  allowances 
for  expenses  not  later  than  the  time  when  they  are  paid  for  the  service  rendered. 
Employees  will  be  called  as  nearly  as  possible  one  hour  before  leaving  time, 
and  on  their  return  wiU  deliver  tools  at  point  designated. 

Defense. — This  rule  provides  where  employees  are  required  to  perform 
emergency  road  service  they  shall  receive  not  less  than  their  daily  wage,  and 
in  addition  pay  for  what  are  considered  overtime  hours  at  their  home  station, 
in  accordance  with  rule  6,  and  actual  expenses. 

We  contend  that  this  rule  has  been  an  old-established  rule  and  that  it  is 
justified  inasmuch  as  employees  sent  out  to  make  such  emergency  repairs  are 
compelled  to  work  under  severe  conditions. 

Also  employees  called  for  emergency  road  service  are  required  to  leave  at 
any  time  of  the  night,  and  we  feel  that  on  such  calls  men  should  be  given  one 
hour  preparatory  time  in  order  to  gather  their  tools  and  other  necessities,  and 
in  addition  to  enable  him  to  notify  his  family  that  he  has  been  called  for  road 
service. 

On  such  road  trips  an  employee  is  required  in  the  majority  of  the  cases  to  be 
on  duty  the  full  24  hours,  during  which  time  he  renders  valuable  service  to  the 
company,  and  is  therefore  entitled  to  full  pay  for  full  time  as  provided  for  in 
this  rule. 

It  is  recognized  that  when  an  employee  is  away  from  home  he  is  subject  to 
a greater  expense  than  when  working  at  home  station,  and  the  railroad  has 
recognized  that  it  is  requiring  and  receiving  valuable  service. 

Tills  class  of  service  is  not  normal  or  regular  and  requires  the  most  qualified 
and  physically  fit  employees,  as  they  are  required  to  perform  this  work  at  times 
under  the  most  unfavorable  conditions,  and  represents  a very  small  expenditure 
when  compared  with  the  total  shop  pay  roll. 

Therefore  the  employees  feel  that  this  rule  as  submitted  is  just  and  reasonable. 

The  majority  of  the  Board  decided  in  rule  155  that  employees 
performing  this  service  should  be  paid  a monthly  salary  on  the  basis 
of  24-3  hours  per  month,  instead  of  263  hours  per  month  as  formerly. 
The  employees’  proposed  rule  and  defense  are  herewith  quoted : 

Rule  155. — Employees  regularly  assigned  to  perform  road  work  and  paid  on 
a monthly  basis  shall  be  paid  not  less  than  the  minimum  hourly  rate  established 
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for  the  corresponding  class  of  employees  coming  under  the  provisions  of  this 
schedule,  on  the  basis  of  365  eight-hour  days  per  calendar  year,  with  pay  at  the 
rate  of  time  and  one-haif  time  for  Sundays  and  holidays  designated  herein; 
otherwise,  overtime  will  not  be  paid.  Where  meals  and  lodging  are  not  fur- 
nished by  the  railroad,  or  when  the  service  requirements  make  the  purchase  of 
meals  and  lodging  necessary  while  away  from  home  point,  employees  will  be 
paid  actual  expenses.  This  service  is  distinct  and  separate  from  that  performed 
by  any  other  class  of  employees  coming  under  the  provisions  of  this  schedule 
and  is  not  to  be  confused  therewith ; the  employees  assigned  to  it  sliall  not  be 
assigned  to  or  used  to  perform  the  construction,  repair,  and  emergency  work 
assigned  to  the  other  employees  under  the  provisions  of  the  general  and  special 
rules  of  this  schedole. 

Note. — The  following  is  an  example  to  be  followed  in  arriving  at  the  monthly 
rate ; 

Honrs. 

365  days  multiplied  by  8 equals 2,  920 

59  Sundays  and  holidays  at  one-half  time  will  be  59  multi- 
plied by  4,  equaling 236 


Total  hours  to  be  paid  for 3, 156 

The  monthly  salary  is  arrived  at  by  dividing  the  total  earnings  of  3,156  hours 
by  12 ; no  overtime  is  allow^ed  for  time  w^orked  in  excess  of  8 hours  per  day ; 
on  the  other  hand,  no  time  is  to  be  deducted  unless  the  employee  lays  off  of  his 
own  accord. 

Defense. — This  rule  provides  for  time  and  one-half  for  Sundays  and  holidays, 
and  we  contend  that  this  compensation  is  just  and  reasonable  on  account  of  the 
irregularity  of  hours  due  to  traveling  time  and  w’orking  conditions.  In  many 
instances  on  this  railroad,  on  account  of  train  service,  employees  are  required 
to  work  from  10  to  12  or  more  hours  per  day,  including  Sundays  and  holidays, 
also  in  addition  being  subject  to  call  any  time  wdtbin  the  24-lioiir  period,  without 
compensation  for  excessive  hours  other  than  that  provided  for  in  this  rule. 

We  contend  that  this  rule  is  applicable  to  this  class  of  employees  and  should 
remain  in  effect. 

We  desire  to  call  to  the  attention  of  the  Board  the  inconsistent  stand  of  the 
officers’  committee  in  refusing  to  consider  either  the  present  monthly  rate,  as 
provided  for  in  this  rule,  or  the  hourly  rate  which  was  offered  by  the  em- 
ployees’ committee  in  lieu  of  the  submission  offered  by  the  railroad. 

We  desire,  how^ever,  that  our  submissions  governing  this  class  of  employees 
at  the  present  time  lemaiii  in  effect. 

Furthermore,  other  employees  w'orking  for  the  railroad  and  paid  on  a monthly 
basis  do  not  have  their  salaries  deducted,  and  are  also  allow’^ed  from  10  to  15 
days’  leave  of  absence  with  pay.  Also,  in  many  cases  employees  performing 
this  class  of  w'ork  work  on  a monthly  basis,  and  a record  of  all  time  is  kept  and 
they  were  allow  ed  overtime  for  all  time  in  excess  of  the  average  number  of  hours 
upon  w’hich  their  monthly  rate  wms  based. 

The  Board’s  decision  means  that  in  addition  to  the  reduction  in 
their  monthh"  salary  under  Decision  No.  147  and  addenda  thereto 
(effective  July  1,  1921)  of  8 cents  per  hour  based  on  263  hours  per 
month,  as  compared  with  a decrease  for  other  monthly  paid  em- 
ployees, on  the  basis  of  204  hours  per  month,  that  they  are  (on  Au- 
gust 16,  1921)  to  suffer  a further  reduction  of  approximately  $15 
per  month  by  arbitrarily  reducing  the  number  of  hours  from  263  to 
243  per  month  as  the  basis  of  arriving  at  the  monthly  salary. 

To  the  uninitiated  the  employees’  proposed  rule  means  that  these 
employees  were  to  be  paid  on  an  hourly  basis  and  receive  time  and 
one-half  for  Sundays  and  seven  designated  holidays,  and  thus  re- 
ceive a salary  that  was  not  justified  by  the  service  rendered.  The 
facts  are  that  the  number  of  hours  have  no  relation  to  the  service  or 
salary  other  than  that  of  serving  as  a measure  by  which  the  monthly 
salary  should  be  fixed.  These  employees  are  on  duty  24  hours  per 
day,  365  days  per  year,  working  day  or  night  as  the  occasion  or 
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emergency  demands;  more  often  than  otherwise  they  are  assigned 
to  a mileage  territor}^  that  keeps  them  away  from  their  home  point 
a major  portion  of  the  month;  they  usually  ride  niglits  and  work 
days  when  the  service  required  will  permit;  their  opportunities  for 
social  intercourse  and  pleasures  of  home  life  are  extremely  limited, 
and  if  they  lay  off  a day  or  more  their  salary  is  automatically  re- 
duced accordingly.  Other  monthly-rated  employees  in  the  service 
of  the  carriers  are  generally  accorded  one  day  off  in  seven  with  pay, 
m.any  are  granted  Saturday  afternoons  off  with  pay ; likewise  reason- 
able sick  leave  v/ith  pay  and  annual  vacations  with  pay,  ranging 
from  one  to  two  weeks,  are  not  unusual.  These  skilled  craftsmen 
were  paid  maximum  monthly  salaries  as  follows  : 

May  1,  1919,  to  April  30,  1920,  $189  per  month; 

1,  1920,  to  June  30,  1921,  $223.50  per  month; 

July  1,  1921,  to  August  14,  1921,  $202.50  per  month; 

August  15,  1921,  $187  per  month; 
or  $2  per  month  less  than  the  salary  paid  on  May  1,  1919. 

Since  1902  and  up  to  December  31,  1917,  the  following-named 
railroad  officials,  representing  the  railroads  designated,  appear  as 
signing  agreements  reached  by  negotiation  with  the  duly  author- 
ized representatives  of  the  various  shop  crafts,  and,  generally  speak- 
ing, these  agreements  embodied  the  following  principles  as  to  the 
pa;y  ments  for  overtime : 

Iviile  6,  All  overtime,  including  tiime  worked  outside  of  bulletin 
hours  (or  all  overtime) , shall  be  paid  for  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one- 
half  time  (in  many  agreements  double  time  after  midnight  for  day 
men  and  after  mid-day  for  night  men),  except  for  40  minutes  or 
less  1 hour  will  be  allow^ed;  this  is  to  include  work  performed  on 
Sundaj^s,  llew  Year’s  Da}^,  Washington’s  Birthday,  Decoration  Day, 
Fourth  of  July,  Labor  Day,  Thanksgiving  Day,  and  Christmas. 
When  a holiday  falls  on  Sunday,  the  day  set  apart  by  the  State  or 
Federal  Government  will  be  observed. 

Eule  7.  Men  will  not  be  required  to  work  more  than  1 hour  at  the 
end  of  the  hours  in  force  without  being  permitted  to  go  to  meals, 
and  if  required  to  return  to  Vv^ork,  or  if  called  to  work,  a minimum 
of  5 hours’  time  for  3 hours  and  20  minutes  work  or  less  will  be 
allov/ed. 

Eule  10.  There  were  three  rules  generally  in  effect  governing  road 
service,  as  follows : 

(а)  Men  sent  out  on  the  road  shall  be  allowed  time  and  one-half  time  from 
tlie  time  they  are  called  until  they  return,  they  to  pay  their  own  expenses. 
Men  will  be  called  as  nearly  as  possible  one  hour  before  leaving  time  and  will 
deliver  tools  to  shop  on  their  return. 

(б)  Men  sent  out  on  the  road  for  temporary  service  shall  receive  continuous 
time  from  time  called  until  their  return  as  follows : Overtime  rates  for  all  over- 
time hours,  whether  vrorking,  waiting,  or  traveling ; and  straight  time  for  what 
are  straight-time  hours  at  home  station,  whether  working,  waiting,  or  traveling, 
except  that  after  the  first  24  hours,  if  relieved  from  duty  and  permitted  to  go  to 
bed  for  five  or  more  hours,  they  will  not  be  allowed  for  such  time.  Where 
meals  and  lodging  v/ere  not  furnished  by  carrier,  expenses  were  allowed. 

(c)  Men  sent  out  on  the  road  to  work  will,  if  absent  less  than  24  hours,  be 
allowed  shop  rates  ( straight  time  for  straight-time  hours,  time  and  one-half  for 
time  and  one-half  hours,  and  double  time  for  time  on  duty  after  midnight  for 
day  men  and  mid-day  for  night  men)  ; over  twenty -four  hours  will  be  allowed 
straight  time  from  time  they  leave  until  they  return,  except  Sundays  and  holi- 
days, when  time  and  one-half  will  be  paid  with  reasonable  expenses. 
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Eule  12.  Many  rules  were  in  effect  for  payment  of  this  service, 
those  most  generally  recognized  are  as  follows : 

(a)  Employees  will  be  sent  to  fill  temporary  vacancies  at  outlying  points, 
and  will  receive  time  and  one-half  time  from  the  time  called  for  the  first  three 
twenty-four-hour  days;  thereafter  regular  shop  rates  will  apply,  and  they  will 
be  paid  not  less  than  a regular  day’s  work  when  returning  to  home  station. 

(b)  Employees  transferred  temporarily  at  the  request  of  the  company  from 
one  shop  or  roundhouse  to  another  shop  or  roundhouse  will  be  allowed  straight 
time  for  the  first  48  hours  traveling  or  working  from  the  time  of  departure  from 
home  station.  Shop  rates  for  time  worked  and  one  (work)  day’s  time  for 
each  day  of  traveling  until  arriving  at  home  station ; reasonable  expenses  from 
time  of  leaving  until  returning  to  home  station. 

(c)  Employees  sent  to  outside  shop  or  roundhouse  for  temporary  service  will 
be  allowed  straight  time  for  traveling  to  and  from  home  point  (except  on  Sun- 
days and  legal  holidays,  when  regular  overtime  rate  will  apply)  and  will  work 
under  regular  shop  rules  while  at  such  outside  points.  Their  expenses  while 
away  from  home  terminal  will  be  paid  by  the  carrier. 


Name  of  railroad. 


Ann  Arbor j 

Atlanta,  Birmingham  <fe  Atlantic..! 

Atlantic  Coast  Line 

Baltimore  & Oliio 

Belt  Railway  of  Chicago 

Boston  & Maine 

a 

•'Bessemer  & Lake  Erie 

i^Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh.. 

Canadian  Pacific  (Lines  East) 

Canadian  Pacific  (Lines  West) 

Canadian  Northern  (Ontario  & 
Quebec  Division). 

Canadian  Northern  (Lines  West). 

Canadian  Government  Railways.. 
Canadian  Railway  War  Board 

Carolina,  Clinchfield  & Ohio 

Central  of  New  Jersey 


Central  of  Georgia 

Chesapeake  & Ohio 

Chicago  & Alton 

Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois 

. Chicago  Great  Western  (Oelwein 
c shops). 

Chicago  & lUinois  Midland  Ry 


Official  signing. 


E.  F.  Blomeyer 

J.  E.  Osmer 

E.  T.  Lamb 

J.  F.  Sheahan 

B.  L.  Bugg 

R.  E.  Smith 

W.  N.  RoyaU 

W.  C.  Loree 

F.  H.  Clark 

C.  W.  Galloway 

E.  F.  Jones 

C.  H.  Wiggin 

J.  W.  Marden 

Henry  Bartlett 

John  V.  Young 

C.  E.  Lee 

F.  A.  MerriU 

E.  H.  Utley 

E.  B.  Gilbert 

Guy  M.  Gray 

F.  J.  Harrison 

E.  F.  Robinson 

A.  H.  Ream 

J.  T.  Calbert 

H.  H.  Vaughan 

A.  Price 

Grant  Hall 

C.  H.  Temple 

A.  L.  Graburn 

L.  C.  Fritch 

A.  H.  Eager 

M.  H.  MacLeod 

J.  V.  Gutems 

Grant  Hall 

W.  M.  Neal 

G.  F.  Shull 

L,  H.  Phetteplace 

C.  E.  Chambers 

Wm.  A.  Barkalow 

M.  W,  Perrine 

Geo.  W.  Rink 

T.  B.  Dickerson 

F.  F.  Gaines 

L.  W.  Baldwin 

Geo.  F.  Johnson 

John  R.  Gould 

J.  T.  McGrath 

J.  E.  O’Hearne 

W.  G.  Bierd 

S.  T.  Park 

J.  H.  Tinker 

J.  E.  Epler 

J.  E.  Chisholm 

H.  E.  Eich 

J.  A.  Gordon 

W.  L.  Park 

H.  M.  HaUock 


Official  position. 


. Vice  president  and  general  manager. 

. Superintendent  motive  power. 

Receiver, 

. Superintendent  motive  power. 

General  manager. 

General  superintendent  motive  power. 
General  manager . 

General  manager  B.  & O.  Southwestern. 
General  superintendent  motive  power. 
General  manager. 

Master  mechanic. 

Superintendent  motive  power. 
Superintendent  car  department. 
Superintendent  mechanical  department. 
Superintendent  of  signals. 

General  superintendent. 

Engineer  maintenance  of  way. 

General  manager. 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

Da 

Do. 

General  manager. 

Master  mechanic. 

General  superintendent. 

Assistant  to  vice  president. 

Assistant  general  manager. 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

Do, 

Assistant  superintendent  rolling  stock. 
General  manager. 

Assistant  superintendent  roUing  stock. 
General  manager. 

Do. 

Chairman  administration. 

General  secretary. 

Master  mechanic. 

General  manager. 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

General  attorney. 

Master  mechauie. 

Mechanical  engineer. 

Chairman  manager’s  committee  of  roads  in- 
terested. 

General  manager. 

Superintendent  motive  power. 
Superintendent  roUing  stock. 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

President. 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

Da 

Do. 

General  master  mechanic. 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

General  manager. 

Do. 

Vice  president. 
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Name  of  railroad. 

Official  signing. 

Official  position. 

Chicago,  Indianapolis  & Louisville. 

H.  C.  May 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

A.  H.  TV  estlaH 

General  manager. 

H.  R.  Kurrie 

Th’esident. 

C.  P.  Burgman 

Su]X!rintendent  motive  power. 

P.  L.  McManus 

General  supermtendent. 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Patil 

Frank  Rusch 

General  master  mechanic. 

(Puget  Sound  Lines  East  and 

A.  E.  Manchester 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

West). 

F.  D.  Campl)ell 

General  car  foreman. 

W.  Alexander  . - 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul 

A.  E.  Manchester 

Do. 

( Lines  East  and  West)  (two  sep- 
arate agi-eements). 

Chicago  & North  Western 

R.  Qua  vie 

Supermtendent  motive  power  and  machin- 

H. T.  Bentley 

ery. 

Do. 

T.  H.  Goodman 

Superintendent  car  department. 

Chicago,  Peoria  & St.  Louis 

C.  S.  Brandi 

Superintendent  mechanical  department. 

W.  C.  Hurst 

General  manager  for  receivers. 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific — 

W.  J.  Tollorton 

General  mechanical  superintendent. 

0.  S.  Jones 

Vice  president  and  general  manager. 

T.  H.  Beacon 

President. 

Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & 

J.  J.  O'Neil 

Superintendent  motive  power  and  machin- 

Omaha. 

ery. 

F.  R,  Pechin 

General  superintendent. 

H.  W.  Trcnholm 

General  manager. 

W.  H.  Thorn 

Superintendent  car  building. 

Chicago,  Terre  Haute  & South- 

C.  E.  Halt 

eastern. 

0.  S.  Jackson 

General  superintendent. 

M,  M.  Dick 

Do. 

Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & 

W.  Gantany 

General  master  oar  builder. 

St.  Louis:  also  Peoria  Eastern. 

I.  S.  Downing 

Do. 

D.  J.  Mullen 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

Cincinnati,  Indianapolis  Sc  West- 

E.  Boas 

Do. 

ern. 

M,  V.  H3mes 

W.  L.  Kchog 

General  superintendent. 

Cinc.nnati,  Hamilton  & Dayton... 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

F.  H.  Alfred 

General  superintendent. 

E.  A.  Gould 

Do. 

M.  J.  McCarthy 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

Coiorado  Midland 

J.  R.  Groves 

Superintendent  of  machinery. 
Superintendent  motive  power. 

Colorado  Southern 

H.  C.  VanBuskirk.... 

J.  n.  Young 

General  manager. 

J.  D.  Welch 

General  superintendent. 

H.  W.  Ridgway 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

E.  S.  KoTier 

Vice  president  and  general  manager. 

B.  B.  Greer 

Do. 

Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western 

H.  C,  Manchester 

Denver  & Rio  Grande 

T.  B.  Purves,  Jr 

Superintendent  motive  power  and  car  de- 

W. S.  Martin 

partment. 

Assistant  general  manager. 

J.  F.  Enright 

Superintendent  motive  power  and  car  de- 

W. J.  Bennett 

partment. 

Do. 

D.  G.  Cunningham 

Do. 

W.  R.  Freeman 

Receiver. 

C.  Boettcher 

Do. 

M-.  C.  McPartland 

Master  mechanic. 

Dn’nth  ilj  Iron  TRi^.nprft 

T.E,  F’’eeman 

General  foreman. 

B.  R.  Moore 

Superintendent  motive  powenr. 

Duluth,  Missabe  & Northern 

C.  W.  Seddon 

Supermtendent  motive  power  and  cars. 

W..  A.  McGonagle 

First  vice  president. 

Duluth,  Winnipeg  & Pacific 

F.  Hopper 

A.  H.  Eager 

Master  mechanic. 

Assistant  superintendent  rolling  stock. 

Edmonton,  Dun  vegan  & British 

R.  Weir 

Master  mechanic. 

Columbia. 

W.  R.  Smith 

General  manager. 

Florida  East  Coast 

J.  P.  Beckwith 

President. 

Fort  Smith  & Western 

Geo.  P.  Goodrich 

Master  mechanic. 

W..  M.  BushneU 

■General  manager. 

H.  E.Beal 

Master  mechanic. 

A.  L.  Mills 

Receiver. 

Fort  Worth  & Denver  City 

D.  D,  Robertson 

General  master  mechanic. 

G.  F.  Cotter 

General  superintendent. 

G.  Siemantel 

General  master  mechanic. 

L.  L.  Dawson 

Supermtendent  motive  power. 

H.  A.  Gausewitz 

General  superintendent. 

Georgia 

F.  0.  Walsh. 

Superintcrfdent  motive  power  and  equip- 
ment. 

General  manager. 

C.  A,  Wickersham 

Grand  Tnmk  Pacific 

C.  E.  Brooks 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

Vice  president  and  general  manager. 

M.  Donaldson 

W.  D.  Robb 

Vice  president. 

Great  Northern., 

A.  C.  Deverell 

R.  D.  Hawkins 

Superintendent  moti^'e  power. 
Do. 

G.  H.  EmCi’son 

General  manager. 

J,  M.  Gruber 

Vice  president. 
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Name  of  railroad. 


Official  signing. 


Official  position. 


Green  Bay  & Western 

Gulf  Coast  Lines 

Hocking  V alley 

Houston  & Texas  Central;  also 
Houston,  East'ife  West  Texas. 
Illinois  Central 


International  & Great  Northern.. . 


C.  W.  Dieman. . . 

J.  S.  P3^eatt 

J,C.  Nolan 

M.  A.  Kinney 

J.  T.  Connors 

J.  H.  Neuffer 

J.  E.  Bnlser 

M.  K.  Barniun. .. 

R.  W.  Bell 

J.M.Borrowdale. 
G.  S.  Himter 


F.  S.  Anthony 


Indiana  Harbw  Belt 

Kanawha  & Michigan 

Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient 


H.  Martin ; 

Thos.  J.  Freeman 

C.  H.  Seabrook ^ 

W.  E.  Duff 

S.  T.  Armstrong 

S.  E.  Burkhead 

A,  G,  Whittington 

T.  W.Coe 

W,  J,  O’Brien 

A.  N.  Lyon ’ 

E.  Dickinson 

F.  Mertsheimer 


Kansas  City  Terminal 

Kansas  City  Southern 


Kentucky  & Indiana  Terminal 


Louisiana  & Arkansas. 


Louis-ville  & Nashville. . 
Minneapolis  & St.  Louis 


Maine  Central  (Portland  Tenninal) 
Michigan  Central 


N.  J,  O’Brien 

O. C.Hill 

W.  E.  New ■ 

J.  W.  SmaU 

W,  Coughlin 

F.  W,  Holden 

G.  F.  Hess 

W.  E.  Knox - 

T.  H.  Richtmeyer 

W . S.  Camnbell 

W.  P.  McDevitt 

J.  E.  Tierney 

T,  A.  Brown ■ 

C.  G-  Lunday 

C.  F.  Giles 

J,  Hill - 

P.  Maher 

W.  G.  Bierd 

G.  W.  Seidel : 

D.  C.  Douglas ; 

Phihip  M.  Haramet. . . 

E.  D.  Bonner 

Geo.  E.  Parks 

W.  H.  Flvmn 

E.  R.  Webb 

T.  3 . Hennessey 

A.  Link 


Vice  president. 

Superintendent . 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

' Do. 

Superintendent  of  machinery. 

Assistant  superintendent  of  machinery. 
General  superintendent  motive  power. 
Superintendent  of  machinerj^ 
Superintendent  car  department. 

General  master  mechanic. 

Superintendent  of  machinery. 
Supeaintendent . 

Reeehw  and  genial  manager. 
Superintendent  of  machinery. 

Master  car  builder. 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

General  manager. 

Master  mechanic. 

Do. 

General  superintendent. 

Vico  president  and  general  manager. 

General  superintendent  motive  power  and 
car  department. 

Vice  president  and  general  manager. 
Superintendent . 

Master  mechanic. 

Superintendent . 

General  manager. 

General  superintendent  transportation. 
Superintendent  of  machinery. 

Manager  and  chief  engineer. 

Do. 

Da 

Master  mechanic. 

Do. 

Superintendent  motive  ix>wer. 

General  superintendent. 

Superintendent  of  machinery. 

Master  mechanic. 

Sup«.intendent  motive  power. 

General  manager. 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

General  manager. 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

Do. 

Division  master  mechanic. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do, 


Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  (also 
Wichita  Falls  & Northwestern). 

Missouri  Pacific 


Missouri  & North  Arkansas. 


Missouri,  Oklahoma  & Gulf 

Minnesota  & International 

Midland  Valley 

* 

Minnesota  Transfer 

Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sault  Ste. 
Marie. 

New  York,  Chicago  & St.  Louis. . . 

New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford 
New  York,  Ontario  & Western 

Norfolk  & Western 


T.  J.  Burns 

W.  L.  Kellogg.... 

F.  W.  Taylor 

W. H.  Haddocks., 
Geo.  W.  Smith.... 

A.  W.  Sullivan — 

B.  J.  Tunihull 

J,  W.  Higgins 

J.  E.  O’Brien 

J.  F,  Murphy 

M.  D.  Ingram 

Chas.  Hanley 

C.  A.  Phelan 

W.  G.  Humphrey. 

H.  C.  Ferris 

H.  E.  Lotus 

W.  H.  Gemmell... 

H.  D.  Earl 

C.  T.  Windle 

H.  A.  Kennedy- 

J.  Hoban 

T,  A.  Foque 


A.ssistant  superintendent  motive  power. 
Superintendent  motive  i>ower. 

Do. 

Assistant  superintendent  motive  power. 
Superintendent  of  machinery. 

General  manager. 

Mechanical  superintendent. 

General  manager. 

Mechanical  superintendent. 

General  manager. 

General  mechanical  foreman. 
Superintendent . 

General  manager  for  receiver. 

General  supeiuitendent. 

Receiver. 

M aster  mechanic . 

General  manager. 

Superintendent. 

Master  mechanic . 

Vice  president. 

Master  mechanic. 

Gen^ai  mechanical  superintendent. 


M.  A.  Macbeth. 
W.  G-  Beach- . 
G.  W.  Widdin.. 
G.  W.  West.... 
B.  P.  Flory.... 
W.  H,  Lewis... 
A.  C.  Needles. . 


Superintendent  motive  power. 
Maste*  mechanic. 

Mediaaical  supermtendeat. 
Superintendent  motive  power. 
Do. 


General  manager. 
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Name  of  railroad. 

Official  signing. 

Official  position. 

Norfolk  Southern 

J.  D.  Stack 

Northern  Pacific 

J.  W.  Sasser 

Wm.  Moir 

Mechanical  superintendent. 

H.  J.  Horn 

General  manager  Lines  East. 

II.  C.  Nutt 

General  manager  Lines  West. 

G.  A.  Goodell 

General  manager  Lines  East. 

G.  H.  Gilman 

Master  car  builder. 

H.  M.  Curry 

• Mechanical  superintendent. 

J.  M.  Rapelje 

E.  C.  Blanchard 

General  manager  I.ines  East. 

General  manager  Lines  West. 

Peoria  & Pekin  Union 

J.  W.  Hill 

Master  mechanic. 

R.  H.  Johnson 

General  manager. 

Pere  Marquette 

W.  D.  Trumn 

W.  L.  Kellogg 

General  superintendent. 
Superintendent  motive  power. 

Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & 

W.  F.  Kapp 

Superintendent  shops  and  machinery. 

Potomac. 

C.  W.  Culp 

General  superintendent. 

San  Antonio  & Aransas  Pass 

J.  S.  Peter 

First  vice  president  and  general  manager. 

F.  L.  Carson 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

St.  Louis,  Brownsville  & Mexico.. 

J.  C.  Nolan 

Superintendent. 

St.  Louis  Southwestern 

W.  E.  Green 

General  sunerintendent. 

F.  H.  Britton 

Vice  president  and  general  manager. 

T.  E,  Adams 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

W.  J.  MiUer 

Master  mechanic. 

J.  W.  Maxwell 

General  superintendent. 

Wm.  Neff 

Do. 

J.  M.  Kfifoyle 

Master  mechanic. 

J.  W.  Evefman 

General  manager. 

J.  M.  Herbert 

First  vice  president. 

St.  Louis-San  Francisco 

G.  A.  Hancock 

Superintendent  motive  power. 
Generl  manager. 

W.  T.  Tyler 

P.  T.  Dunlap 

General  superintendent  motive  power. 

R..F.  Carr 

Assistant  general  manager. 

St.  Louis-San  Francisco  & Texas.. 

A.  A.  Graham 

Master  mechanic. 

T.  B.  Coppage 

Vice  president  and  general  manager. 

St.  Joseph  & Grand  Island 

E.  Stenger 

General  manager. 
Superintendent  of  machinery. 

San  Pedro,  Los  Angeles  & Salt 

F.  E.  Davison 

Lake. 

Seaboard  Air  Line 

J.  W.  SmaU 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

General  superintendent  motive  i>ower  and 
equipment. 

General  superiatendent  motive  power 
Superintendent  motive  power. 

Southern  Railway  i 

A.  Stewart 

Southern  Pacific 

H.  J.  Small 

Spokane,  Portland  & Seattle,  and 

A.  C.  Adams 

Oregon  Electric. 

J.  H.  Young 

President. 

J.  Dickson 

SujDerintendent  motive  power. 

Terminal  Railroad  Association  of 

Wm.  Bowden 

Master  mechanic. 

St.  Louis,  St.  Louis  Merchants' 
Bridge  Terminal,  ■ and  Wiggins 
Ferry. 

I.  L.  Bmiingame 

General  manager. 

Texas  & Pacific 

F.  S.  Anthony 

Mechanical  superintendent. 
General  superintendent. 

J.  W.  Everman 

E.  F.  Kearney 

First  vice  president 

A.  F.  Prendergast 

Mechanical  superintendent. 

J.  H.  Elliott 

General  superintendent. 

J.  L.  Lancaster 

First  vice  president. 

Toledo  & Oliio  Central 

0.  Bowersox 

Master  mechanic. 

Trinity  & Brazos  Valley 

C.  H.  Seabrook 

J.  W.  Robins 

Sui^erintendent  motive  power  and  equip- 
ment. 

President  and  general  manager. 

Virghuan 

J.  P.  Maupiu 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

Ravmond  DuCuy 

J.  Berlingett 

Vice  president  and  general  manager. 
Assi.stant  general  manager. 

F.  T.  Slayton 

Superintendent  motive  power 

Wabash 

E.  F.  Needham 

Superintendent  locomotive  and  car  depart- 
ment. 

General  manager  for  receivers. 

Henry  Miller 

C.  E.  Cotter 

General  nianager. 

W abash,  Pittsburg  Terminal 

H.  I'.  Grewe 

For  the  general  manager. 

W estern  Maryland 

C.  M.  Tritsch 

Superintendent  motive  power  and  car  de- 

J. A.  Shepherd 

partment. 
General  manager. 

H.  R.  V/arnock 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

A.  R.  Merrick 

General  euperintendent. 

S.  Ennes 

General  manager. 

Wheeling  & Lake  Erie 

F.  T.  Hyndman 

For  the  receiver. 

Geo.  Durham 

Do. 

1 Southern  Railway  includes  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  & Te::as;  Alabama  Great  Southern;  Georgia 
Southern  & Florida;  Vii’giaia  & Southwestern;  Mobile  & Ohio. 


DECISIONS. 


241 


During  1917  the  following  committee,  designated  as  “ Managers’ 
Committee  ” and  representing  the  following  railroads,  negotiated  an 
agreement  applicable  alike  to  the  railroads  named ; 


Name  of  railroadf. 

Official  signing. 

Official  position. 

P.  R.  Albright 

General  manager. 

General  superintendent  motive  power. 
General  manager. 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

Assistant  to  president. 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

General  superintendent. 

Superintendent  motive  power  and  consult- 
ing engineer. 

General  manager. 

Superintendent  motive  power. 

Assistant  superintendent  motive  power. 
Superintendent  motive  power. 

R.  E.  Smith 

L.  W.  Baldwin 

Chesapeake  & Ohio 

Georsaa  Southern  & Florida 

Mobile  & Ohio 

Norfolk  Western 

F.  F.  Gaines 

E.  W.  Grice 

John  R.  Gould 

W.  F,  Kaderly 

J.  J.  Thomas,  jr 

A.  C.  Needles 

Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Po- 

W. H.  Lewis 

A.  Kearney 

H.  J.  Warthen 

tomac. 

W.D.  Duke 

Assistant  to  president. 

Seaboard  Air  Line 

C.  S.  Lake 

General  manager. 
Superintendent  motive  power. 
Assistant  vice  president. 
Assistant  to  vice  president. 
Superintendent  motive  power. 
Do. 

Do. 

Assistant  general  manager. 
Superintendent  motive  power. 
Do. 

Southern  Railway 

Virginian 

Vicksburg,  Shreveport  & Pacific, 
and  Alabama  & Vicksburg. 

J.  W.  SmaU 

G.  R.  Loyall 

Jos.  Hainen 

W.  H.  Doolev 

W.  S.  Murrian 

E.  C.  Sasser 

J.  Berlingett 

R.  E.  Jackson 

A.  G.  Kantmaim 

The  rules  negotiated  these  officials  and  the  representatives  of 
the  shop  crafts  may  not  fairly  be  referred  to  in  any  other  manner 
than  that  of  reflecting  conditions  which  were  generally  in  effect  and 
generally  recognized  as  just  and  reasonable  conditions  of  employment 
as  applied  to  the  respective  classes  of  service ; they  not  only  once  ex- 
isted, but  were  continually  in  effect  for  many  years  and  were  from 
year  to  year  the  subject  of  further  negotiation  and  modification.  No 
charge  was  made  by  the  carriers  and  no  evidence  submitted  to  the 
Board  that  would  justify  any  statement  to  the  effect  that  any  of 
these  rules  resulting  from  negotiation  between  1902  and  December, 
1917,  were  the  result  of  an  undue  exercise  of  the  economic  strength 
of  the  employees’  organizations. 

As  a matter  of  fact  and  recorded  in  the  public  hearings  conducted 
b}^  the  Board,  with  representatives  of  the  carriers  present  and  not 
challenging  the  statement,  overtime  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half 
for  Sunday  and  holiday  work,  and  for  work  outside  of  the  regular 
established  day,  has  been  in  effect  for  this  class  of  employees  for  not 
less  than  40  j^ears;  it  was  voluntarily  put  into  effect  20  years  prior  to 
the  time  the  shop  crafts  had  organization  sufficient  to  negotiate  work- 
ing conditions. 

The  majorit}^  cites  for  comparison  certain  classes  of  employment 
in  which  Sunday  and  holiday  work  is  regular  and  necessary,  and 
states  that  those  engaged  therein  are  not  paid  overtime,  as  for  ex- 
ample, locomotive  engineers,  firemen,  conductors,  and  trainmen  in 
railroad  employment,  and,  going  outside  of  railroad  service,  police- 
men, fire  department  employees,  and  street  car  conductors. 

If  it  can  be  fairly  said  that  the  duties  of  a policeman  or  fire  depart- 
ment employee  are  comparable  in  any  sense  to  that  of  a machinist 
assigned  to  running  repair  work  on  a locomotive,  or  a boilermaker 
99915°— 22 16 
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assigned  to  inspect  a boiler,  or  a carman  assigned  to  train  yard  work, 
or  that  the  work  of  any  shop  craftsman  can  be  comparable  to  the  two 
classes  named  or  any  similar  class,  then  the  undersigned  acknowledges 
that  his  conclusions  are  unfair. 

The  work  of  these  crafts  is  almost  exclusively  confined  to  main- 
tenance of  railroad  equipment  and  rolling  stock.  It  is  fair  to  compare 
the  service  rendered  with  that  of  maintenance  work  in  industries 
other  than  the  railroad  industry,  such  as  power  plants,  shop  forces 
connected  with  street  and  electric  railways,  telephone  linemen,  me- 
chanics employed  in  city  waterworks,  and,  generally  speaking,  me- 
chanics employed  by  cities  of  the  first  class,  practically  all  of  whom 
are  required  to  work  on  Sundays  and  holidays  in  connection  with 
continuous  operation  of  public  utilities. 

It  is  not  unfair  to  cite  the  conditions  of  employment  established 
for  craftsmen  performing  analogous  service  in  manufacturing  plants 
when  many  thousands  of  them  are  paid  time  and  one-half  or  double 
time  for  all  overtime,  including  Sundays  and  holidays,  for  the  main- 
tenance work  performed  in  and  for  the  plant,  their  relationship  to 
the  plant  being  exactly  that  of  the  running  repair  and  inspection 
forces  in  railway  shop  service-. 

The  street  car  eonduetoFs  and  motormen,  cited  by  the  majority,  are 
not  comparable  with  the  shop  crafts,  either  as  to  training,  skill,  or 
character  of  v/ork  performed,  but  the  craftsmen  who  maintain,  re- 
pair, and  inspect  the  rolling  stock  and  equipment,  whose  relationship 
to  this  public  utility  is  exactly  that  of  the  railroad  shop  crafts,  are 
comparable,  and  are  generally  paid  not  less  than  time  and  one-half 
for  all  overtime  worked,  including  Sundays  and  holidays.  In  the 
city  of  Chicago,  these  street  car  shop  craftsmen,  who  are  exactly  com- 
parable with  the  railroad  shop  craftsmen,  receive  $1  per  hour,  work 
8 hours  per  day,  44  hours  per  week,  are  otf  half  day  on  Saturday,  and 
are  paid  double  time  for  all  overtime,  including  Sundays  and  holidays, 
on  the  elevated  railroads,  and  time  and  one-half  on  the  surface  lines. 

Linemen  in  the  employ  of  the  city  of  Chicago  receive  $1,124  per 
hour  or  $9  per  day  of  eight  hours,  and  are  paid  double  time  for  all 
overtime,  including  Sundays  and  holidays. 

Linemen  employed  by  the  Illinois  Bell  Telephone  Co.,  Chicago, 
work  8 hours  per  day,  44  hours  per  week,  have  one-half  day  off 
Saturday,  and  receive  time  and  one-half  for  all  overtime,  including 
Sundaj^s  and  holidays.  The  work  of  these  craftsmen  is  exactly  com- 
parable with  that  of  the  raihvay  shop  craftsmen. 

The  contract  and  marine  shops  engaged  in  the  maintenance,  in- 
spection, and  repair  of  marine  equipment  on  rivers  and  lakes,  on  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  Oceans,  and  on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  employ 
many  thousands  of  craftsmen  who  are  identical  to  those  in  railway 
service.  These  craftsmen  are  generally  paid  not  less  than  one  and 
one-half  time  for  all  overtime  worked,  including  Sundays  and  holi- 
days, and  in  many  cases  double  time. 

The  position  of  the  majority  in  citing  and  comparing  the  railroad 
train  and  engine  service  employees  with  that  of  the  shop  crafts  is 
inconceivable  to  the  mind  of  anyone  who  has  the  least  conception  or 
knowledge  of  railroad  operation. 

Train  and  engine  service  employees  assigned  to  road  work  are 
generally  paid  as  follows; 
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road  engineers  and  firemen. 

Passenger  service. — One  hundred  miles  or  less  (straightaway  or  turnaround), 
five  hours  or  less,  shall  constitute  a day’s  work ; miles  in  excess  of  100  will  be 
paid  for  at  the  mileage  rate  provided,  according  to  class  of  engine. 

Freight  sei'vice. — (a)  In  all  classes  of  service  covered  by  Article  IV,  100 
miles  or  less,  8 hours  or  less  (straightaway  or  turnaround),  shall  constitute  a 
day’s  work;  miles  in  excess  of  100  will  be  paid  for  at  the  mileage  rates  pro- 
vided, acc*ording  to  class  of  engine  or  other  power  used. 

(&)  On  runs  of  100  miles  or  less  overtime  will  begin  at  the  expiration  of 
8 hours ; on  runs  of  over  100  miles  overtime  will  begin  when  the  time  on  duty 
exceeds  the  miles  run  divided  by  12i.  Overtime  shall  be  paid  for  on  the 
minute  basis,  at  an  hourly  rate  of  three-sixteenths  of  the  daily  rate,  according 
to  class  of  engine  or  other  power  used. 

(c)  Road  engineers,  firemen,  and  helpers  performing  more  than  one  class  of 
road  service  in  a day  or  trip  will  be  paid  for  the  entire  service  at  the  highest 
rate  applicable  to  any  class  of  service  performed  with  a minimum  of  100  miles 
for  the  combined  service.  The  overtime  basis  for  the  rate  paid  will  apply  for 
the  entire  trip. 

When  two  or  more  locomotives  of  different  weights  on  drivers  are  used  dur- 
ing a trip  or  day’s  work,  the  highest  rate  applicable  to  any  engine  used  shall 
be  paid  for  the  entire  day  or  trip. 

Koad  engineers  and  firemen,  particularly  in  passenger  service, 
usually  have  regular  assignments;  regular  assignments  as  a general 
rule  provide  for  lay-over  periods  (periods  off  duty)  ; it  is  not  un- 
usual for  two  engine  crews  to  alternate,  thus  having  every  other 
24-hour  period  off ; three-crew  assignments  are  also  common,  this 
frequently  provides  for  two  consecutive  24-hour  periods  off  duty, 
the  month’s  service  being  performed  in  20  or  21  days. 

Koad  conductors  and  trainmen  are  generally  paid  as  follows ; 

ROAD  CONDUCTORS  AND  TRAINMEN. 

Passenger  service. — One  hundred  and  fifty  (150)  miles  or  less  (straightaway 
or  turnaround)  shall  constitute  a day’s  work.  Miles  in  excess  of  150  will  be 
paid  for  at  the  mileage  rates  provided. 

A passenger  day  begins  at  the  time  of  reporting  for  duty  for  the  initial  trip. 
Daily  rates  obtain  until  the  miles  made  at  the  mileage  rates  exceed  the  daily 
minimum. 

(a)  Trainmen  on  short  turn-around  passenger  runs,  no  single  trip  of  which 
exceeds  80  miles,  including  suburban  and  branch-line  service,  shall  be  paid 
overtime  for  all  time  actually  on  duty  or  held  for  duty  in  excess  of  8 hours 
(computed  on  each  run  from  the  time  required  to  report  for  duty  to  the  end 
of  that  run)  within  10  consecutive  hours:  and  also  for  all  time  in  excess  of  10 
consecutive  hours  computed  continuously  from  the  time  first  required  to  report 
to  the  final  release  at  the  end  of  the  last  run.  Time  shall  be  counted  as  con- 
tinuous service  in  all  cases  where  the  interval  of  release  from  duty  at  any 
point  does  not  exceed  one  hour.  This  rule  applies  regardless  of  mileage  made. 

For  calculating  overtime  under  this  rule  the  management  may  designate  the 
initial  trip. 

Where  a more  favorable  overtime  rule  exists  such  rule  may  be  retained,  in 
which  event  this  section  will  not  apply. 

(&)  Trainmen  on  other  passenger  runs  shall  be  paid  overtime  on  a speed  basis 
of  20  miles  per  hour  computed  continuously  from  the  time  required  to  report 
for  duty  until  released  at  the  end  of  last  run.  Overtime  shall  be  computed 
on  the  basis  of  actual  overtime  worked  or  held  for  duty,  except  that  when  the 
minimum  day  is  paid  for  the  service  performed  overtime  shall  not  accrue  until 
the  expiration  of  seven  (7)  hours  and  thirty  (30)  minutes  from  time  of  fii’st 
reporting  for  duty. 

Where  a more  favorable  overtime  rule  exists  such  rule  may  be  retained,  in 
which  event  this  section  will  not  apply. 

^ (c)  Overtime  in  all  passenger  service  siiall  be  paid  for  on  the  minute  basis 

at  a rate  per  hour  of  not  less  than  one-eighth  of  the  daily  rate  herein  provided. 
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Freight  service. — (a)  In  all  road  service,  except  passenger  service,  100  miles 
or  less,  8 hours  or  less  (straightaway  or  turn  around),  shall  constitute  a day’s 
work.  Miles  in  excess  of  100  will  be  paid  for  at  the  mileage  rates  provided. 

(&)  On  runs  of  100  miles  or  less  overtime  will  begin  at  the  expiration  of  8 
hours ; on  runs  of  over  100  miles  overtime  will  begin  when  the  time  on  duty 
exceeds  the  miles  run  divided  by  12^,  Overtime  shall  be  paid  for  on  the  minute 
basis  at  a rate  per  hour  of  three-sixteenths  of  the  daily  rate. 

(c)  Road  conductors  and  trainmen  performing  more  than  one  class  of  road 
service  in  a day  or  trip  will  be  paid  for  the  entire  service  at  the  highest  rate 
applicable  to  any  class  of  service  performed.  The  overtime  basis  for  the  rate 
paid  will  apply  for  the  entire  trip. 

Road  conductors  and  trainmen,  particularly  in  passenger  service, 
usually  have  regular  assignments  and  have  lay-over  periods  that  com- 
pare with  those  of  the  enginemen. 

The  following  information  is  based  on  a statement  prepared  by  the 
representatives  of  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  in  which  they  furnish 
the  name  of  firm  and  the  city  and  state  in  which  located.  This 
compilation  is  for  the  year  1920. 

The  term  “ regular  ” as  appearing  in  this  statement  means  overtime 
rate  paid  for  overtime  service  rendered  on  week  days. 

The  trades  represented  in  this  report  include  machinists,  boiler- 
makers, blacksmiths,  sheet-metal  workers,  electricians,  molders,  and 
pattern  makers. 

These  concerns  represent  practically  ail  states  of  the  Union.  The 
majority  of  them  naturally  come  from  the  industrial  states,  such  as 
Illinois,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Connecticut, 
Massachusetts,  and  Missouri. 

The  majority  of  all  these  firms,  as  will  be  noted  by  groups  1 and 
2 following,  pay  double  time  for  Sundays  and  holidays,  and  by  far 
the  largest  group  pays  double  time  for  all  overtime,  including  Sun- 
days and  holidays. 


Number  of  firms  paying  double  time  for  all  overtime,  both  regular  and 

Sundays  and  holidays 869 

Number  of  firms  paying  time  and  one-half  for  regular  overtime  and  double 

time  for  Sundays  and  holidays 602 

Number  of  firms  paying  time  and  one-half  for  regular  overtime  and  for 

work  on  Sundays  and  holidays 511 

Number  of  firms  paying  time  and  one-half  for  regular  overtime  up  to  mid- 
night and  double  time  for  overtime  after  midnight  and  for  all  work  on 

Sundays  and  holidays 168 

Number  of  firms  paying  time  and  one-half  for  regular  overtime  and  for 

all  work  on  Sundays  and  holidays 120 


Total 2,270 


The  total  number  of  firms  in  this  combination  is  2,544.  Of  this 
number  2.270  paj/  time  and  one-half  time  or  better  for  all  time 
worked  outside  of  regular  hours  and  including  Sundays  and  holi- 
days. Of  the  remaining  274  firms,  49  pay  straight  time  for  all  over- 
time, and  225,  which  do  not  lend  themselves  readily  to  grouping,  pay 
overtime  on  various  ba.ses. 

On  the  basis  of  the  data  at  hand,  the  number  of  employees  covered 
by  these  overtime  provisions  is  approximately  450,000. 

The  building  trades,  with  its  hundreds  of  thousands  of  craftsmen 
analogous  to  the  craftsmen  of  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  are  gen- 
erally working  on  an  8-hour  basis,  five  days  per  week,  and  half 
day  (4  hours)  on  Saturday.  These  craftsmen  are  generally  paid  time 
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and  one-half  or  double  time  for  all  regular  overtime  and  double  time 
for  all  Sunday  and  holiday  work. 

All  of  the  craftsmen  in  the  United  States  navy  yards  and  arse- 
nals— and  there  are  many  thousands  of  them — are  paid  time  and  one- 
half  or  better  for  all  regular  overtime  and  for  Sunday  and  holiday 
work. 

The  plea  that  continuous-service  requirements  should  be  a control- 
ling factor  in  deciding  that  employees  should  be  compelled  to  per- 
form Sunday  and  holiday  service  for  the  same  rate  paid  on  week 
da}^s,  or  that  men  should  be  assigned  to  duty  365  days  per  year,  with 
millions  of  workers  walking  the  streets  in  search  of  employment  is 
a fallacy  not  sustained  by  any  recognized  authority,  agency,  or  stu- 
dent of  economics  qualified  to  pass  judgment  upon  a question  so  inti- 
mately and  vitally  associated  with  the  social  and  moral  well-being  of 
the  Nation’s  workers. 

Much  has  been  said  about  these  conditions  of  employment  estab- 
lished for  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  during  the  period  of  Federal 
control  of  the  railroads  with  particular  reference  to  overtime  pay- 
ments. It  is  a matter  of  fact  and  common  knowledge  to  every  rail- 
road official  and  railroad  employee  that  practically  every  class  1 
railroad  in  the  United  States  had,  prior  to  the  issuance  of  any  general 
wage  order  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  volun- 
tarily or  by  agreement  with  representatives  of  some  one  or  all  of  the 
Federated  Shop  Crafts  recognized  the  justice  of  pay  at  the  rate  of 
time  and  one-half  for  all  time  worked  outside  of  bulletin  hours  or 
the  hours  constituting  a regular  day’s  work;  and,  with  few  exceptions, 
and  these  exceptions  applying  to  a most  limited  number  of  employees, 
payment  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  was  voluntarily  established 
by  the  carriers  for  Sunday  and  holiday  work. 

If  Title  III  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  means  anything  to 
the  railroad  workers,  it  must  mean  justice  and  fair  dealing. 

Subsection  (d),  section  307  of  Title  III,  Transportation  Act,  1920, 
reads : ' 

All  decisions  of  the  Labor  Board  * * * in  respect  to  wages  * * * qj. 

working  conditions  of  employees  or  subordinate  officials  of  carriers  shall  estab- 
lish rates  of  wages  and  salaries  and  standards  of  working  conditions  which, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  Board,  are  just  and  reasonable.  In  determining  the  just- 
ness and  reasonableness  of  such  wages  and  salaries  or  working  conditions,  the 
Board  shall,  so  far  as  applicable,  take  into  consideration,  among  other  relevant 
circumstances : 

(1)  The  scales  of  wages  paid  for  similar  kinds  of  work  in  other  industries; 

(2)  The  relation  between  wages  and  the  cost  of  living; 

(3)  The  hazards  of  the  employment; 

(4)  The  training  and  skill  required; 

(.5)  The  degree  of  responsibility; 

(6)  The  character  and  regularity  of  the  employment;  and 

(7)  Inequalities  of  increases  in  wages  or  of  treatment,  the  result  of  previous 
wage  orders  or  adjustments. 

The  following  table  is  the  indisputable  evidence  and  answer  to  the 
charge  made  by  the  carriers  as  to  the  wage  effect  of  the  reclassification 
of  shop  employees  and  the  increase  in  wage  rate  accruing  to  these 
employees  during  the  entire  period  of  Federal  control  and  since. 

The  results  shown  in  this  table  are  compiled  from  data  furnished 
by  the  carriers  who  were  under  Federal  control,  and  include  the 
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crafts  coming  under  the  provisions  of  the  so-called  national  agree- 
ment : 

Avei'age  dailif  earnings  of  shop  employees,  December,  1917.  compared  with  rates 
established  by  Decision  No.  i^7  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board. 


AA'erage  daily  rate. 


Class  of  employees. 

Decem- 
ber, 1917. 

Decision 
No.  147. 

Per  cent 
increase. 

Machinists  (journeymen) 

S4.  80 

$6. 18 

28.8 

Machinists  (less  than  4 years’  experience) 

3.33 

5.00 

50.2 

Boilermakers  (jonrnevmen) 

4.  71 

6. 25 

32.7 

Boilermakers  (less  than  4 years’  experience) 

3. 46 

5.02 

45. 1 

Blacksmiths  (journey'^men) 

4.  95 

6. 28 

26.9 

Blacksmiths  (less  than  4 years’  experience) - 

3.63 

5.04 

38.8 

Sheet-metal  workers  (journeymen) 

4.40 

6. 17 

40.2 

Sheet-metal  workers  (less  than  4 years’  experience) 

3, 19 

5.07 

58  9 

Electrical  workers  ( journeymen) 

4. 15 

6. 11 

47.2 

Electrical  workers  (less  than  4 years’  experience) 

3.  22 

4.m 

53. 1 

Carmen 

3.58 

5.84 

63. 1 

Carmen  (less  than  4 years’ experience) 

2.  68 

4.70 

7.5.4 

Molders  (joume'V'men) 

4.  88 

6. 16 

26.2 

Molders  (less  than  4 years’  experience) 

3. 14 
3.  78 

4. 98 
5.  81 

58.6 

53.7 

Total  average  (mechanics  and  foremen) 

Helpers,  all  crafts 

2.  85 

4.36 

53.0 

Helper  apprentices 

3.  11 

4. 46 

43.4 

Regular  apprentices 

1.  84 

3. 16 

71.  7 

Grand  total  average 

3.45 

5.26 

52.5 

The  above  table  was  based  upon  data  as  reported  in  W'dge  Series 
Keport  No.  1,  making  due  allowance  for  decrease  of  8 cents  per 
hour  specified  in  Decision  No.  147. 

The  following  carriers  in  reports  so  far  received  and  tabulated  by 
the  Board  have  reached  an  agreement  on  the  question  of  pay  for 
Sunday  and  holiday  service  at  the  time  and  one-half  rate  in  the 
negotiations  being  conducted  under  Decision  No.  119 : 


Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Co. 
Atlanta  & West  Point  Railroad  Co. 

Western  Railway  of  Alabama. 
Charleston  & Western  Carolina. 
Central  of  Georgia  Railway  Co. 
Georgia  Raili'oad. 

Georgia,  Florida  & Alaliama  Railway 
Co. 


Florida  East  Coast  Railway  Co. 

Gnlf  & Ship  Island  Railroad  Co. 

St.  Louis  & San  Francisco  Railway 
System. 

San  Antonio  & Aransas  Pass  Railwaj^ 
Co. 

Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 

Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad. 


The  following  carriers  have  agreed  to  the  call  rule  providing  that 
6 hours  will  be  paid  for  3 hours  and  20  minutes  or  less: 


Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Co. 
Wabash  Railway  Co. 

Atlanta  & West  Point  Railroad  Co. 

Western  Railway  of  Alabama. 
Central  of  Georgia  Railway  Co. 
Georgia,  Florida  & Alabama  Railway 
Co. 

Belt  Railway  Co.,  of  Chicago. 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Rail- 
way Co. 

Chicago  & Western  Indiana  Railroad 
Co. 

Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 

Green  Bay  & Western  Railroad. 

Kewaunee,  Green  Ray  & Western 
Railroad. 

Ahnapee  & Western  Railway. 


Illinois  Central  Raili*oad  Co. 

Yazoo  & Mississippi  Valley  Rail- 
road Co. 

Chicago,  IMemphis  & Gnlf  Railroad 
Co. 

Internationa]  & Great  Northern  Rail- 
way. 

San  Antonio  & Aransas  Pass  Railway 
Co. 

St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway  Sys- 
tem. 
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The  following  carriers  have  agreed  to  the  ‘‘  five-hour  call  ” feature 
of  the  rule,  but  no  agreement  has  been  reached  on  the  other  portions 
of  this  rule: 

Gulf,  Mobile  & Northern  Railroad  Co. 

Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co. 

New  Orleans  Great  Northern  Railroad 

Co. 

Chicago,  Indianapolis  & Louisville 

Railway  Co. 

Under  date  of  January  31,  1921,  Mr.  W.  W.  Atterbury,  chairman 
of  the  labor  committee  of  the  Association  of  Railway  Executives, 
appeared  before  the  Board  (then  under  the  process  of  hearing  the 
presentation  of  the  carriers  as  represented  by  the  committee  of  which 
Mr.  E.  T.  Whiter  was  chairman,  regarding  the  rules  and  working 
conditions  of  the  so-called  national  agreements)  and  speaking  for 
all  the  railways  represented  by  this  association,  said  in  part: 

Your  Board  can  not  possibly  write  the  rules  and  working  conditions  of  every 
railroad  in  this  country  and  adjust  them  equitably  to  varying  geographical, 
operating,  and  social  conditions. 

It  depends  entirely  with  your  Board  to  determine  within  the  next  few  days 
whether  this  whole  situation  shall  drift  into  chaos  and  orderly  procedure  be- 
come impossible  except  at  the  price  of  railroad  bankruptcy,  tinancial  shock  and 
still  wider  unemployment. 

The  Labor  Board  can  prevent  this  catastrophe  by  declaring  that  the  national 
agreements,  rules  and  working  conditions  coming  over  from  the  war  period 
are  terminated  at  once;  that  the  question  of  reasonable  and  economical  rules 
and  working  conditions  shall  be  remanded  to  negotiation  between  each  carrier 
and  its  own  employees ; and  that  as  a basis  for  such  negotiations  the  agree- 
ments, rules  and  working  conditions  in  effect  on  each  railroad  as  of  December 
31,  1917,  shall  be  reestablished. 

The  minutes  of  February  10,  1921,  show  the  following  action 
taken  by  the  Board : 

Mr.  Hunt  presented  the  following  amended  resolution : 

February  9,  1921. 

Resolved  that  the  chairman  be  authorized  to  make  the  following  announce- 
ment at  10  a.  m.,  Thursday,  February  10: 

The  Board  has  considered  the  request  of  the  Association  of  Railway  Execu- 
tives as  presented  on  January  31,  1921,  and  has  made  its  decision  thereon. 

In  order  that  the  reasons  for  this  decision  may  be  understood,  a statement 
of  the  history  of  the  present  dispute — which  relates  to  the  agreements,  rules, 
and  working  conditions  entered  into  or  authorized  by  the  United  States  Rail- 
road Administration  and  their  justice  and  reasonableness — is  necessary. 

On  February  28.  1920,  the  Transportation  Act  became  law.  This  act  created 
the  Labor  Board  and  imposed  upon  it  the  duty  of  deciding  disputes  between 
carriers  and  their  employees.  Section  307  (d)  of  the  act  provides  that  all  the 
decisions  of  the  Labor  Board  in  respect  to  wages,  salaries,  and  working  con- 
ditions of  employees  of  carriers  shall  establish  rates  of  wages  and  salaries  and 
standards  of  working  conditions  which  in  the  opinion  of  the  Board  are  just 
and  reasonable.  Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act  the  organiza- 
tion of  railroad  employees  made  certain  requests  for  increases  in  wages  and 
for  changes  in  working  conditions.  These  requests  were  submitted  to  a con- 
ference between  representatives  of  the  carriers  and  of  the  organizations  con- 
cerned, which  conference  took  place  on  March  10,  1920,  and  continued  to 
April  1.  The  conference  resulted  in  complete  failure  to  agree  and  the  parties 
accordingly  referred  the  entire  controversy,  which  included  the  question  of 
reasonable  rules  and  working  conditions  as  well  as  wages,  to  this  Board. 

This  Board  in  its  Decision  No.  2,  of  July  20,  1920,  decided  what  wages  con- 
stituted just  and  reasonable  wages  for  the  employees  of  carriers  parties  to 
the  dispute.  The  action  of  the  Board  with  regard  to  that  part  of  the  dispute 
which  did  not  relate  to  wages  is  set  out  in  Decision  No.  2,  as  follows: 


El  Paso  & Southwestern  Co. 

Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Rail- 
road Co. 

Western  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 
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“ There  are  in  the  dispute  as  presented  questions  involving  rules  and  work- 
ing conditions,  some  of  which  are  interwoven  with  and  nmterially  affect  earn- 
ings and  wages.  Adequate  investigation  and  consideration  of  these  questions 
would  demand  time.  Existing  conditions  re(iuired  that  the  Board  should  make 
as  early  decision  of  the  wage  question  as  practicabh*.  For  that  reason  it  has 
been  necessary — and  both  i)arties  to  the  controversy  have  indicated  it  to  be 
their  judgment  and  wish — that  the  Board  should  separate  the  questions  in- 
volving rules  and  working  conditions  from  the  wage  questions.  Accordingly, 
the  Board  has  not  undertaken  herein  to  consider  or  change  the  rules  and 
agreements  now  existing  or  in  force  by  the  authority  of  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration  or  otherwise,  and  this  decision  will  be  so  understood 
and  applied. 

“ The  Board  assumes  as  the  basis  of  this  decision  the  continuance  in  full 
force  and  effect  of  the  rules,  working  conditions,  and  agreements  in  force 
under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration.  Pending 
the  presentation,  consideration,  and  determination  of  the  questions  pertaining 
to  the  continuation  or  modification  of  such  rules,  conditions,  and  agreements, 
no  changes  therein  shall  be  made  except  by  agreement  between  the  carrier 
and  employees  concerned.  As  to  all  questions  with  reference  to  the  continua- 
tion or  modification  of  such  rules,  working  conditions,  and  agreements,  further 
hearings  will  be  had  at  the  earliest  practicable  date,  and  decision  thereon  will 
be  rendered  as  soon  as  adequate  consideration  can  be  given.” 

On  December  18,  1920,  this  Board  notified  the  parties  to  the  dispute  that  a 
hearing  of  that  portion  of  the  dispute  which  was  submitted  to  the  Board  on 
April  15,  1920,  and  which  was  not  decided  in  Decision  No.  2,  which  said  unde- 
cided portion  of  the  dispute  related  to  rules  and  working  conditions,  would  be 
heard  beginning  Monday,  January  10,  1921, 

Accordingly,  on  that  date  the  representative  of  the  carriers  presented  evi- 
dence and  argument  tending  to  show  that  the  rules  and  working  conditions 
embodied  in  the  agreements  entered  into  by  the  director  general  and  the  sev- 
eral organizations  of  railroad  employees  were  in  many  respects  unjust  and 
unreasonable  and  continued  to  present  evidence  and  arguments,  as  stated,  until 
February  3,  1921. 

On  January  31,  1921,  the  chairman  of  the  labor  committee  of  the  Association 
of  Railway  Executives  appeared  before  the  Board  and  urged  that  this  Board 
at  once  take  the  following  action  in  order  to  avoid  a financial  catastrophe  to 
the  railroads: 

First,  that  the  national  agreements,  rules,  and  working  conditions  entered 
into  or  authorized  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  be  terminated 
at  once;  that  the  question  of  reasonable  rules  and  working  conditions  be  re- 
manded to  negotiations  betAveen  each  carrier  and  its  own  employees ; and  that 
as  the  basis  for  such  negotiations,  the  agreements,  rules,  and  working  condi- 
tions in  effect  as  of  December  31,  1917,  be  reestablished. 

Second,  that  the  Board  set  aside  its  decision  expressed  in  Decision  No.  2 
as  to  what  constitutes  just  and  reasonable  wages  for  unskilled  labor  and  that 
it  substitute  the  prevailing  rate  of  wages  in  the  various  territories  served  by 
any  carrier. 

Section  307  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  provides : 

“ All  the  decisions  of  the  Labor  Board  in  respect  to  wages  or  salaries  and 
* * * in  respect  to  working  conditions  of  employees  or  subordinate  officials 

of  carriers  shall  estnblish  rates  of  wages  and  salaries  and  standards  of  Avorking 
conditions  which  in  the  opinion  of  the  Board  are  just  and  reasonable.” 

It  is  obvious  that  the  Board  can  not  assume  Avithout  evidence  of  the  justness 
and  reasonableness  of  the  agreements,  rules,  and  working  conditions  in  effect 
on  each  railroad  as  of  December  31,  1917,  that  such  agreements,  rules,  and 
working  conditions  Avonld  constitute  just  and  reasonable  rules  and  working 
conditions  to-day  on  railroads  parties  to  the  present  dispute.  To  make  such 
a decision  Avithout  evidence  and  careful  consideration  Avould  be  an  abdication 
of  the  functions  of  this  Board,  and  would  frustrate  the  purposes  of  the  Trans- 
portation Act. 

It  is  the  judgment  of  the  Board,  therefore,  that  the  request  of  the  Association 
of  RailAvay  Executives  for  the  immediate  termination  of  existing  rules  must 
be  and  is  accordingly  denied. 

The  duty  is  imposed  upon  this  Board  by  the  Transportation  Act  of  determin- 
ing just  and  reasonable  wages  and  working  conditions  for  employees  of  carriers. 
All  questions  involving  the  expense  of  operation  or  necessities  of  railroads  and 
the  amount  of  money  necessary  to  secure  the  successful  operation  thereof  are 
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under  the  jurisdiction,  not  of  this  Board  but  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission. 

This  Board  is  not  insensible,  however,  of  the  fact  that  the  national  agree- 
ments, rules,  and  working  conditions  which  are  the  subject  matter  of  the  disr 
pute  now  being  heard  by  the  Board  do  affect  the  expenditures  of  the  railroads. 
If  any  of  these  rules  and  working  conditions  are  unjust  and  unreasonable,  they 
constitute  an  unwarranted  burden  upon  the  railroads  and  upon  the  public. 
It  is,  therefore,  the  duty  of  this  Board  to  use  the  utmost  practicable  expedition, 
consistent  with  the  necessary  time  for  hearing  and  consideration,  in  determining 
whether  any  of  the  rules  and  working  conditions  now  in  effect  are  unreasonable. 
The  Board  is  endeavoring  to  perform  this  obligation  and  will  be  better  able 
to  succeed  in  doing  so  if  it  is  not  further  interrupted  by  the  introduction  of 
unwarranted  demands  by  either  party. 

The  Board  must  also  deny  the  request  of  the  Association  of  Railway  Executives 
as  presented  by  the  chairman  of  its  labor  committee  that  so  much  of  Decision 
No.  2 as  fixed  wages  for  unskilled  labor  be  set  aside  and  the  prevailing  rates 
of  wages  in  the  various  territories  served  by  any  carrier  substituted. 

The  boundaries  of  the  power  of  this  Board  to  decide  controversies  between 
railroads  and  their  employees  are  set  out  in  section  307  of  the  Transportation 
Act.  Section  307  ( & ) provides  ; 

“ The  Labor  Board  upon  the  application  of  the  chief  executive  of  any  carrier 
* * * shall  receive  for  hearing  and  as  soon  as  practicable  and  with  due  dili- 

gence decide  all  disputes  with  respect  to  the  wages  or  salaries  of  employees  not 
decided  as  provided  in  section  301.” 

Section  301  provides  that  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  all  carriers  and  their  officers, 
emploj^ees  and  agents  to  consider  disputes  in  conference  between  representa- 
tives designated  and  authorized  so  to  confer  by  the  carriers  or  the  employees 
or  subordinate  officials  thereof  directly  interested  in  the  disputes.  If  the  dis- 
pute is  not  decided  in  conference,  it  shall  be  referred  by  the  parties  to  the 
Railroad  Labor  Board. 

It  does  not  appear  that  there  has  been  any  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  As- 
sociation of  Railway  Executives  to  secure  conference  with  representatives  of 
the  unskilled  laborers  directly  interested'  in  this  controversy. 

The  Board  is  therefore  without  jurisdiction  to  take  the  action  requested. 

United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board, 

R.  M.  Barton,  Chairman. 

Attest : 

C.  P.  Carrithers,  Secretary. 

Mr.  Park  brought  up  his  substitute  resolution,  originally  presented  on  Febru- 
ary 4,  with  regard  to  termination  of  the  national  agreements  and  moved  its 
adoption.  Resolution  follows : 

I move  the  following  resolution  be  adopted : 

Whereas,  there  is  presented  to  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  by 
the  representatives  of  the  cari-iers  a critical  situation  with  the  railroads  as 
regards  their  financial  condition,  which,  it  is  claimed,  calls  for  special  con- 
sideration by  the  Board  at  the  earliest  possible  moment ; and 

Whereas  the  Board  has  heard  much  evidence  bearing  on  the  unreasonableness 
of  war-time  rules  and  working  conditions  and  is  in  other  ways  informed  of  the 
critical  condition  of  many  of  the  railroads  which  is  becoming  more  acute  each 
day;  and 

Whereas,  the  generally  depressed  financial  conditions  that  now  obtain  through- 
out the  country  in  commercial,  agricultural,  and  industrial  activities  confirm 
the  claim  of  the  representatives  of  the  carriers  that  there  should  be  an  im- 
mediate arrangement  to  pre-war  conditions  of  the  working  conditions  of  em- 
ployees in  the  service  of  the  carriers,  which  were  changed  by  the  Railroad 
Administration  to  meet  the  exigencies  of  the  war  period : Therefore  be  it 

Resolved.  That  this  Board  declare  that  the  national  agreements,  rules,  and 
working  conditions  coming  over  from  the  war  period  be  terminated  at  once; 
that  the  question  of  reasonable  and  economical  rules  and  working  conditions 
shall  be  remanded  to  negotiation  between  each  carrier  and  its  own  employees; 
and  that  as  the  basis  for  such  negotiations,  the  agreements,  rules,  and  working 
conditions  in  effect  on  each  railroad  as  of  December  31,  1917,  shall  be  reestab- 
lished ; be  it  further 
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Resolved,  That  the  Board  establish  the  pay  for  unskilled  labor  to  be  not  less 
than  the  prevailing  rate  of  wages  in  the  various  territories  served  by  any 
carrier. 

The  question  was  upon  the  adoption  of  Mr.  Park’s  substitute  resolution.  Vote 
taken  resulted  as  follows  ; 

Ayes — Messrs.  Park,  Baker,  Elliott. 

Noes — Messrs.  Phillips,  Forrester,  Wharton,  Hanger,  and  Hunt.  Mr.  Barton 
not  voting.  Mr.  1‘ark’s  resolution  therefore  lost. 

The  question  was  upon  the  adoption  of  Mr.  Hunt’s  amended  resolution.  Vote 
taken  resulted  as  follows: 

Ayes — Messrs.  Phillips,  Forrester,  Elliott,  Wharton,  Hanger,  and  Hunt. 

Noes — Messrs.  Park,  Barker  and  Barton. 

Mr.  Hunt’s  amended  resolution  was  therefore  adopted. 

At  no  time  during*  the  presentation  made  by  the  carriers  was 
there  objection  made  to  rules  that  had  been  negotiated  by  a carrier 
with  the  representatives  of  any  craft  or  class  of  their  em.ployees,  the 
representatives  of  the  carriers  repeatedly  stating  that  such  rules 
were  not  objectionable,  but  desirable  as  applying  to  the  carrier  who 
had  negotiated  them. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  representatives  of  the  carriers  appear- 
ing before  this  Board  in  no  instance  requested  the  abrogation  or 
cancellation  of  rules  or  agreements  negotiated  by  the  carrier  and  the 
employees  prior  to  the  negotiations  with  the  United  States  Railroad 
Administration  which  resulted  in  the  promulgation  of  the  so-called 
national  agreement. 

It  does  not  appear  either  just  or  reasonable  that  conditions  which 
have  been  in  elTect  from  10  to  20  years  and  even  longer,  established 
as  a result  of  negotiation  and  mutual  agreement  between  employers 
and  employee,  and  not  infrequently  established  where  no  organiza- 
tion of  employees  existed,  can  now  be  decided  as  unjust  or  unreason- 
able. 

A.  O.  Wharton. 


DECISION  NO.  223.— DOCKET  314. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  9,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  Great  Western  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  reinstatement 
of  John  Hull,  section  laborer.  Clarion,  Iowa,  with  full  pay  for  all 
time  lost. 

statement, — The  evidence  submitted  indicates  that  John  Hull  vol- 
untarily suspended  work  on  August  16,  1920,  due  to  dissatisfaction  in 
the  application  of  Decision  No.  2,  and  that  in  view  of  such  action  the 
management  refused  to  allow  him  to  resume  work.  The  evidence 
further  indicates  that  such  suspension  on  the  part  of  the  employee 
was  in  violation  of  the  national  agreement  governing  maintenance 
of  way  employees,  and  also  in  violation  of  section  301  of  Title  III, 
Transportation  Act,  1920. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  upon  the  evidence  submitted 
that  the  action  of  John  Hull  in  suspending  work  was  sufficient  justi- 
fication for  the  subsequent  action  of  the  management,  and  therefore 
denies  claim  for  reinstatement  with  pay  for  lost  time. 
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DECISION  NO.  224.— DOCKET  426. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  12,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v,  Butler  County  Railroad  Co. 

Questions  in  dispute. — The  matter  in  dispute  is  the  discharge  of 
Jesse  H.  Hicks  and  Frank  Mosley,  section  foremen,  from  the  service 
of  the  Butler  County  Railroad  Co.  There  are  two  questions  involved  : 
1.  Were  they  unjustly  discharged,  and  are  they  entitled  to  be  rein- 
stated? 2.  Shall  they  be  paid  for  all  time  lost  while  out  of  the 
service  ? 

Nature  of  the  proceeding. — An  application  to  bring  before  the 
Labor  Board  the  dispute  arising  over  these  discharges  was  filed  by  the 
chief  executive  and  representative  of  the  above-named  organization 
on  January  27,  1921,  alleging  that  the  discharges  vv^ere  unjust  and 
wrongful,  and  asking  that  they  be  reinstated  with  full  seniority  rights 
and  paid  for  all  time  lost  while  held  out  of  the  service  of  the  carrier. 

In  this  case  no  oral  hearing  was  requested  by  either  party;  hence, 
none  was  held.  The  case  is  before  the  Board  on  the  ex  parte  state- 
ment made  by  the  organization  above  named,  with  accompanying  ex- 
hibits and  the  answer  of  the  carrier.  The  carrier  was  notified  and 
furnished  with  copy  of  the  complaint,  and  its  answer  and  defense  is 
embraced  in  a letter  to  the  secretarjr  of  the  Labor  Board  dated  May 
20, 1921,  in  which  statements  are  made  of  the  carrier’s  position  and  its 
version  of  the  facts. 

History  of  the  controversy. — Jesse  H.  Hicks  entered  the  service  of 
the  defendant  carrier  as  a section  laborer  on  February  14,  1909,  and 
was  promoted  to  section  foreman  on  October  17, 1916.  Frank  Mosley 
entered  the  service  of  the  carrier  as  a section  foreman  on  December 
25,  1918.  Both  men  were  discharged  from  the  service  of  the  carrier 
on  December  18,  1920. 

While  there  are  some  general  statements  of  other  reasons  for  the 
discharge  of  these  men,  the  Board  does  not  understand  that  such 
statements  are  relied  upon,  but  the  company  sees  proper  to  place 
its  defense  on  the  fact  that  these  men  belonged  to  the  same  labor 
union  to  which  the  men  under  them  belonged.  And  it  advances  and 
maintains  the  broad  proposition  that  this  was  and  is  just  and  suffi- 
cient reason  for  their  discharge,  and  announces  that  the  carrier  is 
pursuing  and  will  pursue  this  policy,  which  it  claims  the  legal  right 
to  do,  saying: 

The  company  has  always  insisted  upon  exercising  entire  freedom  of  action 
in  selecting  its  subordinate  officials.  It  does  not  inquire  who  among  the  men 
belong  to  labor  unions  or  who  do  not,  but  the  management  feels  that  the 
economic  interests  of  the  public  and  of  the  corporation,  and,  in  fact,  public 
safety,  require  for  the  company  the  widest  freedom  of  action  in  the  selection 
of  those  who  are  to  direct  the  work  of  the  section  men  and  see  that  their 
duties  are  expeditiously,  economically,  and  properly  performed,  and  to  attain 
that  result  it  is  entitled  to  and  must  have  the  undivided  allegiance  of  the 
foremen. 

This  leaves  the  Board  no  discretion  but  to  decide  the  case  on  the 
question  so  broadly  and  emphatically  presented. 

Opinion. — The  principle  invoked  of  the  legal  rights  of  the  man- 
agements in  their  dealing  with  employees  has  cast  some  confusion 
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and  shadow  over  every  action  and  decision  of  the  Board.  The  Board 
understands  that  it  is  its  duty  to  follow  the  laAv,  and  its  membership 
has  been  sworn  to  support  and  maintain  the  principles-  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  which  obligation  the  members  will 
faithfully  observe. 

The  Board  is  not  unaware  of  the  many  decisions  of  the  courts, 
including  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  based  on  the 
principles  of  the  Constitution  declaring  the  rights  of  individuals, 
including  corporations,  and  some  relating  directly  to  railroads,  as 
to  the  freedom  of  management  and  the  control  of  their  properties, 
and  the  right  to  prescribe  rules  and  working  conditions.  We  know 
that  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Hitchman  Coal  & 
Coke  Co.  V,  Mitchell  et  ah,  245  U.  S.  229,  has  said: 

This  court  repeatedly  has  held  that  the  employer  is  as  free  to  make  non- 
membership in  a union  a condition  of  employment,  as  the  workingman  is  free 
to  join  the  union,  and  that  this  is  a part  of  the  constitutional  rights  of  per- 
sonal liberty  and  private  property,  not  to  be  taken  away  even  by  legislation, 
unless  through  some  proper  exercise  of  the  paramount  police  power. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  upheld  and  vindi- 
cated such  action  as  a legal  right  with  which  the  courts  would  not 
interfere.  It  has  been  held  that  the  public  is  in  no  sense  the  busi- 
ness manager  of  such  carriers.  Of  all  this  the  Board  is  fully  aware 
and  has  no  disposition*  to  question  in  any  way  the  soundness  or  jus- 
tice of  these  decisions.  But  it  is  bound  to  assume  that  these  prin- 
ciples and  these  decisions  were  equally  well  known  to  and  recognized 
by  Congress  when  it  passed  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  and  that 
there  w'as  no  disposition  on  the  part  of  Congress  to  evade  or  infringe 
upon  them. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  Labor  Board  to  construe  and  apply  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Transportation  Act  on  this  assumption  and  in  view  of 
these  decisions. 

The  Board  has  clearly  before  it  as  a settled,  well-defined  law  that 
a laboring  man  has  the  right  to  belong  to  a union,  and  equally  clear 
that  a carrier  has  the  right  to  refuse  to  employ  a laboring  man  who 
does  belong  to  a union.  For  this  Board  to  hold  that  the  discharge 
of  these  men  for  the  reason  that  they  do  belong  to  a union  was 
wrongful  might  at  first  glance  appear  to  be  either  a willful  or  an 
ignorant  disregard  of  the  carrier’s  constitutional  right  as  declared 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  but  the  Board  does  not 
so  understand  the  matter. 

As  stated,  Congress,  when  the  Transportation  Act  was  passed,  was 
fully  informed  of  the  constitutional  and  legal  rights  of  all  the 
parties  and  interests  to  be  affected.  It  must  be  assumed  to  have  had 
these  rights  in  mind  and  legislated  accordingly.  Among  the  condi- 
tions confronting  Congress  were  these : ( 1 ) The  great  transportation 
systems  of  the  countiy  being  conducted  and  maintained  by  many 
carriers  all  under  private  ownership  and  control;  (2)  the  employ- 
ment by  these  carriers  of  vast  numbers  of  emplo^^ees  more  or  less 
especially  experienced  and  trained  and  fitted  for  this  business,  who 
had  generally  made  this  service  a life  occupation  and  who  were 
largely  dependent  on  it  for  their  continued  existence  and  welfare. 
These  transportation  systems  more  vitally  affected  all  classes  of 
people  and  every  line  of  business  and  endeavor  than  any  other  agency 
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of  our  civilization  and  life.  In  fact,  the  general  progress  and, 
indeed,  the  well-being  and  almost  the  existence  of  most  of  our  people 
are  vitally  dependent  on  the  continued  and  proper  functioning  of 
these  transportation  systems.  Anything  seriously  interrupting  or 
interfering  with  these  systems  of  transportation  and  traffic  could 
only  and  would  necessarily  result  in  tremendous  financial  loss  and 
untold  human  suffering.  Capital,  labor,  civilization,  are  dependent 
on  them.  The  employees  in  the  service  of  these  corporations,  who, 
as  we  say,  were  largely  dependent  on  them  for  continuous  employ- 
ment and  welfare,  had  to  a great  extent,  in  the  protection  and  up- 
building of  their  interests,  as  they  had  a right  to  do,  joined  various 
unions  or  organizations,  just  as  the  holders  and  managers  of  large 
combinations  of  capital  had  done. 

These  organizations  and  managerial  groups  were  called  upon  to 
deal  with  each  other.  From  the  very  nature  of  things  there  were 
conflicts  of  interests  and  differing  views  in  regard  to  the  matters  of 
their  several  interests  and  rights.  Frequent  conflicts  had  in  the 
past  arisen,  and  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  Transportation 
Act  more  serious  and  general  conflicts  were  threatening,  growing  to 
some  extent  out  of  post-war  conditions.  It  was  apparent  that  if 
these  were  not  prevented  the  most  serious  and  lamentable  results 
would  follow. 

It  was  and  is  intolerable  from  a public  point  of  view  that  strikes 
or  lockouts  of  any  serious  character,  especially  those  of  a general 
nature  with  far-reaching  and  disastrous  effect,  should  occur.  With- 
out regard  as  to  which  party  is  primarily  to  blame,  the  effect  is  the 
same  and  the  helpless  and  innocent  public  is  the  principal  sufferer. 
These  transportation  interests  from  their  very  nature  and  from  gov- 
ernmental grants  acquire  great  and  special  privileges  and  are  af- 
fected with  a public  use  and  owe  a public  duty.  This  duty  is  im- 
posed both  on  the  management  and  the  employees.  The  public  pays 
the  bill  and  on  the  public  both  sides  are  dependent  for  their  existence. 
Moved  by  these  conditions  and  considerations.  Congress  passed  the 
Transportation  Act  of  1920,  created  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor 
Board,  and  prescribed  in  a general  way  its  functions ; the  clear  pur- 
pose being  to  provide  an  impartial  tribunal,  which,  looking  to  just- 
ness, equity,  and  fair  dealing  between  the  carriers  and  their  employees 
and  the  greater  and  dominating  interests  of  the  public,  would  be  able 
to  settle  all  conflicts  and  disputes  and  prevent  any  interruption  of 
traffic.  Congress  declared  it  to  be  the  legal  duty — as  before  it  was  cer- 
tainly a moral  duty — of  “ all  carriers  and  their  officers,  employees, 
and  agents  to  exert  every  reasonable  effort  and  adopt  every  available 
means  to  avoid  any  interruption  to  the  operation  of  any  carrier  grow- 
ing out  of  any  dispute  between  the  carrier  and  the  employees  or  sub- 
ordinate officials  thereof.” 

The  Transportation  Act  provides  that  all  such  disputes  shall  be 
settled  in  conference,  if  possible,  by  representatives  selected  by  the 
parties  directly  interested.  If  they  can  not  agree,  the  act  provides 
for  bringing  the  dispute  before  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor 
Board.  The  duty  is  imposed  on  the  board  of  deciding  disputes  as  to 
wages  or  working  conditions  on  the  basis  of  establishing  such  as  are 
in  the  opinion  of  the  board  just  and  reasonable — not  according  to  the 
strict  legal  rights  in  all  instances  of  either  party,  for  one  party  might 
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have  a legal  right  to  prescribe  a wage  for  which  the  other  party 
would  have  a legal  right  to  refuse  to  work;  or,  the  carrier  might  have 
a legal  right  to  impose  a rule  or  working  condition  under  which  the 
employees  would  have  a legal  right  to  decline  to  serve. 

The  public  interests  demand  continuous  and  uninterrupted  opera- 
tion of  the  transportation  lines;  hence,  the  Labor  Board  is  to  settle 
this  dispute  on  terms  which,  in  its  opinion,  are  just  and  reasonable. 

It  was  certainly  the  hope  of  Congress  that  both  classes,  the  employ- 
ers and  the  employees,  would  loyally  accept  such  decisions,  and  thus 
attain  the  purpose  for  which  the  act  was  passed.  There  are  two  pos- 
sible views  to  be  taken  of  the  legal  effect  and  proper  construction  of 
the  Transportation  Act : One  is  that  Congress  has  impliedly,  if  not 
directly,  invoked,  exercised,  and  put  in  effect  by  its  legislation  that 
'paramount  police  power^'^  referred  to  in  the  decisions  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  by  which  the  hitherto  unquestioned 
legal  rights  of  the  employers  to  prescribe  conditions  of  employment 
might  be  limited  and  controlled  for  the  paramount  public  interest ; 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Labor  Board  as  to  what  are  reasonable  wages 
and  just  and  fair  and  reasonable  rules  and  working  conditions  is  to  be 
substituted  for  the  conflicting  judgment  and  opinions  of  the  carriers 
and  their  employees,  and  that  therefore  the  decisions  of  this  Board 
under  the  act  may  be  made  legally  effective  by  orders  of  a court  with 
proper  jurisdiction.  The  other  is  that  the  decisions  of  the  Board  are 
only  persuasive  and  will  only  have  such  effect  as  both  parties  are 
willing  to  concede,  or  as  public  opinion  may  by  moral  pressure  en- 
force. 

In  support  of  the  latter  view  is  the  significant  fact  that  Congress 
gave  the  Board  itself  no  power  to  issue  writs  or  in  any  way  make  its 
decisions  effective,  but  only  provided  that  it  might  cletermine  after 
a hearing  whether  its  decisions  had  been  violated  and  make  such 
decisions  public  in  such  manner  as  it  may  determine;  and  it  is  a 
plausible  view  that  Congress  had  directly  in  mind  the  decision  of 
the  Supreme  Court  as  to  the  rights  of  managements  to  prescribe 
conditions  of  employment  and  either  doubted  its  own  limitations  or 
hesitated  as  to  the  extent  to  which  the  paramount  police  power 
should  be  invoked  or  exercised  under  the  conditions  existing. 

In  support  of  the  other  view  are  the  purposes  to  be  attained,  the 
vast  and  vital  interests  of  the  public  so  seriously  threatened,  and  the 
strong  and  mandatory  language  of  section  301  of  the  Transportation 
Act  requiring  “ all  carriers  and  their  officers,  employees,  and  agents 
to  exert  every  reasonable  effort  and  adopt  every  available  means  to 
avoid  any  interruption  to  the  operation  of  any  carrier  growing  out 
of  any  dispute  between  the  carrier  and  the  employees  or  subordinate 
officials  thereof,”  compelling  them  to  settle  same  by  conference  if 
possible,  and  when  that  can  not  be  done  to  submit  the  dispute  for 
the  decision  of  the  Board  provided  for  by  the  act. 

It  is  plausible  to  assume  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  Congress  to 
provide  means  as  effective  as  possible  to  prevent  an  interruption  of 
traffic  growing  out  of  such  disputes.  As  to  which  view  is  correct,  it 
is  not  for  this  Board  to  determine ; that  must  be  left  to  the  courts  or 
further  action  of  Congress,  if  in  its  opinion  further  legislation  is 
needed  to  make  the  act  more  effective. 

But  without  regard  to  which  view  of  the  purpose  and  effect  of  this 
legislation  is  correct,  the  Board  is  of  the  opinion  that  its  duty 
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regarding  these  questions  remains  the  same ; that  is,  it  should  decide 
these  disputes  on  the  basis  prescribed  by  Congress  as  to  what  is, 
under  all  the  circumstances,  just  and  reasonable  to  the  parties 
directly  interested  and  to  the  public. 

It  m\ist  be  evident  to  all  and  beyond  doubt  or  controversy,  from 
the  very  nature  of  things  and  the  character  of  the  disputes  that 
cause  the  friction  between  carriers  and  their  employees  which  lead  to 
interruption  of  traffic,  that  Congress  did  not  intend  or  expect  to 
limit  the  Labor  Board  to  deciding  these  disputes  according  to  the 
strict  legal  rights  of  the  parties,  because  if  it  did,  and  both  parties 
relied  strictly  and  fully  on  their  legal  rights,  the  disputtes  never 
could  be  solved.  If  the  carrier  has,  as  contended,  unlimited  freedom 
in  establishing  rules  and  working  conditions  and  is  going  to  do  so 
regardless  of  this  Board’s  opinion  and  decision  as  to  what  is  just  and 
reasonable,  there  can  be  no  practicable  use  or  sensible  reason  for  the 
Board  hearing  the  dispute  and  expressing  an  opinion  or  rendering  a 
decision.  Likewise,  if  the  employees  are  going-  to  ignore  the  Board’s 
opinion  and  decision  and  rely  on  their  legal  rights  to  determine  for 
themselves  the  rules  under  which  they  will  work,  as  some  of  them 
have  been  indicating  they  will  do,  it  is  eqnall}-  useless  for  the  Board 
to  hear  and  decide  the  matter.  It  was  doubtless  because  of  a recogni- 
tion of  this  conflict  in  strictly  legal  rights  that  Congress,  in  the  inter- 
ests of  the  public  and  to  prevent  interruption  of  traffic  and  the  opera- 
tion of  the  carriers,  created  this  Board  and  directed  it  to  decide  what, 
in  view  of  all  the  facts,  was  and  is  just  and  reasonable  in  each  case. 

The  Board  in  its  previous  decisions  has  endeavored  to  be  governed 
by  these  principles.  It  has  constantly  in  view  the  public  interest 
and  the  rights  of  the  public  to  demand  prompt,  efficient,  and  eco- 
nomical transportation.  It  recognizes  the  necessity  for  discipline 
and  control  by  management,  and  it  hesitates  to  interfere  by  its  deci- 
sion with  the  management’s  freedom  and  discretion  in  these  matters. 
It  has  required  a clear  showing  of  obvious  v^rong  or  a plain  violation 
of  contract  of  employment  before  granting  relief,  as  its  immemiis 
decisions  in  discipline  cases  demonstrate.  But  it  must  and  does 
recognize  that  employees  have  interests  that  must  be  given  consid- 
eration if  disturbance  is  to  be  avoided  and  loyal,  cheerful,  and 
efficient  service  obtained. 

Coming  mora  directly  to  the  question  involved  in  this  particular 
case — ^the  justness  and  reasonableness  of  a rule  of  conduct  or  policy 
by  management  to  discharge  a man  simply  because  of  his  member- 
ship in  a union.  The  carrier  has  seen  proper  to  make  the  issue  in 
this  case  that,  and  that  alone.  It  is  so  made  in  the  answer  of  the 
carrier. 

Besides  that  the  vice  president  and  general  manager,  W.  N.  Bar- 
ron, wrote  the  following,  which  is  made  an  exhibit  to  the  application : 

December  23,  1920. 

File  3534 

To  whom  it  may  concern: 

.Tesse  Hicks  has  worked  for  this  railroad  for  a number  of  years,  first  as  section 
laborer  and  later  as  section  foreman  in  charge  of  one  of  its  track  sections.  He 
is  competent,  indnstrions,  and  his  services  were  satisfactory.  He  was  discharged 
because  he  belonged  to  a union  of  trackmen  to  which  the  men  he  was  working 
also  belonged.  The  membership  of  his  men  and  himself  in  that  union  was 
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deemed  incompatible  with  his  position  as  foreman  representing  the  company  in 
its  relations  with  the  men,  and  for  that  reason  was  retired. 

Respectfully, 

(Signed)  W.  N.  Barron, 

Vice  President  and  General  Manager. 


Here  then  we  have  a man  declared  by  the  management  to  be  com- 
petent and  industrious,  and  whose  “ services  mere  satisf acto^^ dis- 
charged for  the  reasons  stated,  and  the  company  announces  this  as 
a policy  it  proposes  to  follow.  Is  this  just  and  reasonable? 

The  unions  have  existed  for  many  years.  Many  among  all  classes 
, of  railroad  employees  have  joined  them  for  the  upbuilding,  preserva- 
' tion,  and  protection  of  their  interests.  They  have  acquired  very 
valuable  rights  through  and  under  them; — interest  of  insurance, 
rights  of  seniority,  methods  and  means  of  presentation  and  settle- 
iment  of  their  disputes  between  each  other  and  the  carriers,  etc. 
They  have  spent  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  in  engaging  and 
Training  experts,  and  in  gathering,  compiling,  and  amassing  perti- 
nent statistical  data  and  facts  useful  alike  to  themselves,  the  carriers, 
and  the  public.  These  organizations  are  lawful.  They  are  permitted 
and  recognized  in  the  Transportation  Act  which  created  the  Labor 
Board,  and  the  law  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  Board  to  receive  and 
decide  disputes  presented  by  such  organizations.  The  law  also  makes 
it  the  duty  of  the  carriers  to  confer  with  these  organizations.  Now, 
looking  to  the  interests  of  the  public  in  uninterrupted  traffic  and  of 
these  employees  who  were  within  their  recognized  rights  in  joining 
such  unions,  is  such  a rule  fair  and  reasonable,  or  does  a membership 
in  a union  present  a just  and  reasonable  ground  for  discharge  from 
employment  when  otherwise  the  employee’s  services  were  satisfac- 
tory ? 

In  view  of  all  these  facts  and  the  purpose,  spirit,  and  provisions 
of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  the  Labor  Board  does  not  think  so. 

As  to  the  application  for  reinstatement,  the  Board  is  of  the  opinion 
that  as  the  discharge  of  these  men  was  wrongful  and  not  in  accord 
with  the  spirit  and  purposes  of  the  Transportation  Act,  but  contrary 
thereto,  these  employees  should  be  reinstated  with  such  seniority 
rights  as  they  had,  if  any.  They  should  be  reimbursed  for  time  lost, 
less  the  amount  they  have  since  earned,  provided  there  was  in  effect 
on  the  carrier  lines  a rule  or  established  usage  which  guaranteed  to 
employees  pay  for  loss  occasioned  by  unjust  suspension  or  dismissal. 

The  individual  importance  of  this  particular  case  is  small,  but  the 
principle  involved  is  momentous,  and  the  Board  has  felt  that  in  the 
public  interest  its  position  should  be  made  clear  and  its  views  and 
reasons  set  out  so  they  could  be  understood.  It  has  found  reasons 
for  this  in  the  very  emphatic  position  taken  by  the  carrier  in  this 
case,  indicating  a purpose  to  carry  out  its  policy  ivith  unlimited 
freedom,  possibly  without  regard  to  the  decisions  of  the  Board,  and 
recent  happenings  in  other  cases  where  a disregard  of  the  decisions 
of  the  Board  has  been  indicated  by  announcements  from  both  car- 
riers and  employees. 

It  is  to  be  hoped  that  the  effect  of  this  decision  will  not  be  mis- 
represented or  misunderstood.  Much  propaganda  has  been  pub- 
lished and  circulated  which  purposely  or  ignorantly  misrepresent 
the  purpose  and  effect  of  the  decisions  of  this  Board  to  the  effect 
that  the  tendency,  if  not  the  purpose  of  its  decisions,  is  to  establish 
a unionized  closed  shop.  Such  statements  have  no  foundation  in 
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fact.  Xo  such  proposition  has  been  submitted  and  no  action  taken 
by  this  Board  tending  to  establish  such  conditions. 

If  Congress  should  enact  a law  prohibiting  recognition  of  labor 
organizations  of  railway  employees,  or  authorizing  carriers  to  es- 
tablish rules  in  the  interest  of  the  public  prohibiting  railroad  em- 
plo}^ees  from  belonging  to  such  unions,  this  Board  would  obey  the 
law.  But  on  the  contrary,  Congress  has  recognized  as  lawful  and 
directed  this  Board  to  recognize  them  in  the  railw^ay  service,  and 
this  Board  in  this  decision  is  only  obeying  the  obvious  direction  of 
Congress.  Its  decisions  on  this  subject  do  not  tend  to  a closed  shop 
and  have  no  bearing  whatever  on  the  very  bitterly  debated  question 
of  the  open  and  closed  shops  in  other  industries.  Any  representa- 
tions or  statements  to  the  contrary  are  not  only  misleading,  but  can 
only  Avork  public  harm. 

This  Board  can  onty  to  the  best  of  its  ability  decide  the  disputes 
brought  before  it  according  to  the  profusions,  purposes,  and  spirit 
of  the  Transportation  Act,  seeking  to  do  all  it  reasonably  can  to 
secure  industrial  peace  along  these  lines  and  to  prevent  an  interrup- 
tion of  traffic  so  disastrous  to  public  interests.  If  either  party  to 
such  disputes  sees  proper  to  disregard  its  decisions  and  thus  con- 
tribute to  or  cause  the  public  misfortune  which  Congress  sought  to 
prevent,  the  responsibility  is  with  those  guilty  of  such  action. 

While  the  Board  regrets  such  action,  not  so  much  because  it  is  an 
attack  more  or  less  direct  on  the  power  and  effectif^eness  of  the 
Board,  but  because  it,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Board,  is  in  effect  a 
deliberate  attempt  to  ignore  the  power  and  defeat  the  will  and  pur- 
pose of  Congress  plainly  expressed,  and  Congress  in  these  matters 
represents  the  digmity,  power,  and  sof^ereignty  of  the  United  States. 
The  remedy  lies  with  the  public,  or  possibly  with  Congress  or  the 
courts. 

Decision. — Holding  these  views,  the  Labor  Board,  in  this  case  and 
for  the  reasons  indicated,  decides  that  the  action  of  the  carrier  in 
discharging  Jesse  H.  Hicks  and  Frank  Mosley  for  the  causes  named 
was  unfair,  unjust,  and  unreasonable  and  they  shall  in  justice  be  re- 
instated and  placed  in  full  enjoyment  of  such  seniority  rights,  if 
any,  as  the  rules  or  practices  existing  on  the  carrier  in  question 
guarantee,  provided  they  report  for  assignment  within  15  days 
from  date  of  this  decision.  They  should  be  reimbursed  for  losses 
suffered,  less  the  amount  earned  since  date  of  dismissal,  provided 
there  was  on  this  carrier  an  existing  rule  or  established  usage  guaran- 
teeing to  employees  pay  for  loss  occasioned  by  unjust  suspension  or 
dismissal.  These  men  will  furnish  the  carrier  within  15  days  com- 
plete statements  of  their  employment  since  their  discharge  till  time 
of  reinstatement,  including  a statement  of  total  amount  severally 
earned  by  them. 


DECISION  NO.  225.— DOCKET  642. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  21,  1921. 

Atlantic  Coast  Line  Railroad  Co.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 

Question. — Shall  the  general  office  clerks  on  the  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  Eailroad  be  included  in  the  same  agreement  on  rules  and  work- 
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ing  conditions  as  the  clerks  outside  the  general  offices,  or  shall  the 
general  office  clerks  be  permitted  to  negotiate  a separate  agreement 
for  themslves? 

Statement. — The  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks. 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  sought  to  enter 
upon  negotiations  with  the  carrier  for  an  agreement  on  rules  and 
working  conditions.  The  brotherhood  insisted  that  such  agreement 
on  rules  should  embrace  the  clerks  in  the  general  offices  as  well  as 
those  outside,  and  that  said  organization  represented  a majority  of 
all  the  clerks  on  the  road. 

The  carrier  insisted  that  the  clerks  in  the  general  offices  should  not 
be  included  in  the  agreement,  because  they  constituted  a separate 
and  distinct  class  of  employees.  The  carrier  conceded  that  said 
brotherhood  represented  a majority  of  the  outside  or  line  clerks,  and 
ottered  to  proceed  with  the  negotiation  of  an  agreement  with  the 
organization  covering  the  outside  clerks,  pending  a decision  of  the 
Labor  Board  as  to  whether  or  not  the  general  office  clerks  should  be 
included  in  the  agreement.  This  otfer  the  organization  declined. 

This  dispute  was  brought  before  the  Labor  Board  by  ex  parte  sub- 
missions from  both  parties,  and^  in  the  meantime,  the  unorganized 
clerks,  claiming  to  comprise  about  618  employees,  also  asked  to  be 
represented  at  the  board’s  hearing  of  the  dispute. 

At  the  hearing  all  three  parties  appeared.  The  unorganized  em- 
ployees showed  that  they  had  an  organization  or  association  in  process 
of  formation  composed  largely  of  general  office  clerks,  but  including 
also  clerks  outside  the  general  offices.  The  organization  of  said  asso- 
ciation not  having  been  completed,  the  chairman  pro  tern  thereof 
appeared  as  the  representative  of  unorganized  employees. 

At  the  hearing,  the  representatives  of  the  carrier  adhered  to  their 
original  insistence  that  the  general  office  clerks  should  have  a sepa- 
rate agreement,  and  stated  that,  even  if  the  Board  should  hold  to  the 
contrary,  the  carrier  was  not  prepared  to  accept  the  claim  of  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 

■ Express  and  Station  Employees  that  it  represented  a majority  of  all 
the  employees  to  be  included  in  the  clerks’  agreement. 

The  representatives  of  said  brotherhood  claimed  to  represent  a 
majority  of  all  the  employees  to  be  covered  by  the  clerks’  agreement, 
but  furnished  no  direct  and  satisfactory  proof  of  this  claim. 

The  Board  has  heretofore  held  in  a number  of  decisions  that  it 
is  just  and  reasonable,  as  well  as  economical,  that  the  general  office 
clerks  of  a carrier  should  be  included  in  the  same  agreement  on  rules 
with  the  other  clerks.  The  Board  understands  the  reluctance  of  the 
carrier  to  include  the  general  office  clerks  in  such  agreement  con- 
trary to  the  express  wishes  of  a majority  of  them,  but  the  Board  is 
thoroughly  convinced  that  this  is  the  correct  course,  as  the  work 
performed  by  them  and  that  performed  by  the  other  clerks  is  so 
similar  in  its  general  characteristics  as  to  properly  constitute  all  of 
said  clerks  as  one  class  of  emplo}"ees  within  the  meaning  of  the 
"Transportation  Act,  1920. 

Decisian^ — The  Labor  Board  therefore  reaffirms  its  former  de- 
cisions on  the  point  involved,  and  decides  that  the  general  office 
clerks  of  this  carrier  should  be  embraced  in  the  same  agreement  on 
rules  with  the  other  clerks  of  the  carrier. 
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The  agreement  will  comprise  the  groups  of  employees  held  by  this 
Board  in  Decision  No.  220  to  constitute  the  class  of  employees  to  be 
covered  by  the  clerks'  agreement. 

If  the  carrier  is  not  satisfied  as  to  what  org^anization  or  individuals 
are  duly  authorized  to  represent  said  employees  in  the  negotiation 
of  rules,  the  same  course  Avill  be  pursued  by  the  carrier  and  the  em- 
ployees to  settle  that  point  as  is  fully  set  out  in  Decisions  Nos.  220 
and  218,  unless  some  other  arrangement  is  agreed  upon  satisfactory 
to  the  carrier  and  the  organization  or  organizations  and  unorganized 
employees  involved. 


DECISION  NO.  226.— DOCKET  352. 

Chicago,  III.,  Septem'ber  24,  1921. 

Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago 

& St.  Louis  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Should  certain  employees  of  the  signal  department, 
now  classified  and  paid  as  helpers,  be  reclassified  and  paid  as  assist- 
ant signalmen  or  assistant  signal  maintainers? 

Statement. — This  case  was  duly  certified  to  the  Labor  Board  by 
the  chief  executive  of  the  Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of 
America,  together  with  written  submission  setting  forth  the  conten- 
tion of  the  employees.  Subsequently  written  submission  was  filed 
by  the  management  setting  forth  the  carrier’s  position  in  connection 
with  the  controversy.  At  the  request  of  the  employees,  oral  hearing 
was  conducted  and  at  this  time  additional  evidence  was  submitted 
by  the  interested  parties. 

The  evidence  submitted  indicates  that  it  has  never  been  the  prac- 
tice on  the  property  of  the  carrier  involved  in  this  dispute  to  recog- 
nize or  follow  an  apprenticeship  or  similar  system  whereby  em- 
ployees were  considered  as  being  in  training  for  the  position  of 
signalmen  or  signal  maintainers,  the  practice  in  effect  prior  and  sub- 
sequent to  the  promulgation  by  the  Linked  States  Railroad  Adminis- 
tration of  the  national  agreement  governing  signalmen  being  to 
select  employees  from  the  ranks  of  helpers  in  signal  construction 
gangs  for  the  positions  of  signalmen  and  signal  maintainers. 

The  evidence  would  further  indicate  that  prior  to  Federal  control 
certain  step-rates  were  provided  for  signalmen  and  signal  main- 
tainers, and  that  while  there  was  no  standard  practice  as  to  the  pro- 
motion of  men,  employees  were  promoted  from  helper  in  the  con- 
struction gangs  to  higher  rated  positions  and  gradually  increased 
as  their  abiliD^  and  experience  increased  until  the  management 
deemed  that  they  were  efficient  signalmen,  at  which  time  they  were 
allowed  the  highest  rate  of  pay  for  that  class  of  work. 

The  national  agreement  between  the  Director  General  of  Railroads 
and  the  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  does  not 
state  specifically  the  classes  of  work  that  assistant  signalmen  and 
assistant  signal  maintainers  should  perfonn,  nor  does  it  state  spe- 
cifically the  class  of  work  that  is  considered  as  being  generally  recog- 
nized as  that  of  helpers. 
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The  following  is  quoted  from  the  national  agreement  referred 
to,  and  section  3,  Article  I,  of  said  agreement  reads  in  part: 

A man  in  training  for  tlie  position  of  signalman  or  signal  maintainer,  and 
under  the  direction  of  a signalman  or  signal  maintainer,  performing  work  gen- 
erally recognized  as  signal  work,  shall  be  classified  as  assistant  signalman  or 
assistant  signal  maintainer. 

The  number  of  assistant  signalmen  and  assistant  signal  maintainers  on  a 
seniority  district  shall  be  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  service  and 
the  signal  apparatus  to  be  installed  or  maintained. 

The  men  assigned  to  these  positions  shall-  be  promoted  from  helpers,  ability 
being  sufficient ; seniority  will  govern.  They  will  be  continued  in  such  positions 
for  a period  of  four  years  * * 

At  the  expiration  of  four  years’  service  as  assistant  signalman  or  assistant 
signal  maintainer  he  will  be  offered  promotion  if  a position  to  which  he  is 
entitled  is  open.  He  may,  if  no  position  is  open,  continue  as  assistant  signal- 
man or  nssistant  signal  maintainer  until  it  is  possible  to  promote  him  to  a 
position  to  which  he  is  entitled. 

Section  5,  Article  I,  of  same  agreement  reads: 

A man  assigned  to  perform  work  generally  recognized  as  helper’s  work  and 
to  assist  signalmen,  assistant  signalmen,  signal  maintainers,  or  assistant  signal 
maintainers  shall  be  classified  as  a helper. 

The  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railway  Co.  does 
not  classify  or  pay  any  employees  in  accordance  with  section  3 above 
quoted.  The  evidence  indicates  that  there  are  approximately  165 
employees  in  the  signal  department,  separated  into  groups  of  112 
signalmen  or  signal  maintainers  and  53  helpers. 

iStatement  is  made  by  representative  of  the  employees,  and  not 
denied  by  the  management,  that  prior  to  Federal  control  the  majority 
of  the  positions  in  question  were  considered  as  lampmen  or  battery- 
men,  and  that  at  the  present  time  the  employees  are  required  to  look 
after  batteries,  to  perform  all  classes  of  work  in  connection  with  the 
inspection  and  maintenance  of  said  batteries,  and  to  keep  them  in 
efficient  working  condition.  In  addition  to  their  work  in  connection 
with  the  battery  maintenance,  et  cetera,  the  employees  in  question  are 
required  to  fill,  clean,  and  attend  to  lamps,  to  clean  and  oil  switches 
at  interlocking  plants,  to  perform  helpers’  work  in  connection  with 
general  repairs — such  as  digging  stake  holes  for  trunking  and  turn- 
ing concrete,  digging  out  trenches  for  conduits,  handling  tools  and 
material — and  to  assist  the  maintainer  in  performing  certain  classes 
of  work  considered  as  that  of  signal  maintainer  and  generally  per- 
formed by  that  class  of  men.  If,  in  the  absence  of  a signalman  or 
signal  maintainer,  the  helper  is  required  to  perform  work  usually 
performed  by  such  absentee,  it  has  been  the  practice  of  the  carrier 
to  allow  the  helper  the  rate  of  the  signal  maintainer  w^hile  filling  his 
regular  position. 

Employees’  position. — It  is  the  contention  of  the  representatives 
of  the  employees  that  the  national  agreement  above  referred  to  clearly 
distinguishes  the  work  of  helper  from  that  of  assistant  signalmen 
and  assistant  signal  maintainers,  and,  further,  that  section  3 of  that 
agreement,  above  quoted,  was  embodied  for  the  specific  purpose  of 
establishing  a plan  on  the  railroads  under  Federal  control  whereby 
men  could  be  gradually  elevated  or  promoted  from  the  lowest  rank 
in  the  signal  department  to  the  rank  of  mechanic.  The  evidence  indi- 
cates that  it  is  not  the  employees’  contention  that  all  men  now  classi- 
fied as  helpers  on  the  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis 
Railway  should  be  reclassified  and  paid  as  assistant  signalmen.  It 


DECISIONS. 


261 


is,  however,  their  contention  that  section  3 of  the  national  agreement 
should  be  recognized  and  that  such  helpers  who  actually  perform  the 
work  recognized  as  that  of  signal  maintainers  should  be  classified  as 
assistant  signal  maintainers. 

Cameras  'position. — The  contention  of  the  carrier  is  that  section 
3 of  the  national  agreement  herein  quoted  states  in  part  “ the  num- 
ber shall  be  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  service,”  and, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  railroad  involved  is  a single-track  road, 
it  was  not  felt  that  the  requirements  of  the  service  justified  the 
employment  of  assistant  signal  maintainers,  as  would  be  the  case  on 
the  larger  double-track  roads  where  interlocking  is  more  thickly 
placed.  The  management  explained  that  its  practice  was  to  give  the 
maintainer  a small  section  and  allow  him  a helper,  instead  of  giving 
the  assistant  maintainer  a small  section  and  a helper,  as  is  the  prac- 
tice on  the  larger  carriers  referred  to,  and  that  such  helper  was  not 
placed  on  the  job  to  be  in  training  for  the  position  of  signalman  or 
signal  maintainer ; and  that  the  responsibility  of  all  the  signal  work 
which  requires  the  duties  of  a maintainer  rests  upon  the  maintainer 
himself. 

The  following  is  quoted  from  the  position  of  the  management : 

Section  3 defines  the  classification  of  assistant  signalman  or  assistant  main- 
tainer. It  specified  that  one  such  is  a man  in  training  for  the  position  of 
signalman  or  signal  maintainer.  Our  men  in  question  are  required  to  perform 
only  the  duties  of  helpers  and  are  not  required  to. train  themselves,  nor  are  the 
signalmen  or  signal  maintainers  whom  they  help  required  to  train  them  for  the 
positions  of  signalmen  or  signal  maintainers.  If  they  do  on  their  own  account 
undertake  to  train  themselves  for  eligibility  to  such  positions,  that  fact  can 
not  be  construed  as  entitling  them  to  a higher  classification  or  to  the  right  to  be 
considered  “ in  training  ” in  the  specific  sense  such  words  are  used  in  the 
definition  above  mentioned. 

Decision. — The  national  agreement  entered  into  between  the  Di- 
rector General  of  Railroads  and  the  Brotherhood  Railroad  Signal- 
men of  America,  and  under  which  the  Labor  Board  understands  the 
employees  in  question  are  now  working,  makes  a distinction  as 
between  assistant  signalmen,  assistant  signal  maintainers,  and  help- 
ers. It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  in  the  formulation  of  section  3, 
herein  quoted,  it  was  the  intention  to  establish  a plan  or  system 
which  would  be  comparable  to  a certain  degree  with  the  helper 
apprentice  system  now  followed  in  the  shop  trades.  This  plan 
was  apparently  a new  departure  for  the  promotion  of  men  in  the 
signal  department.  For  this  reason  it  is  felt  by  the  Board  that  it 
was  intended  to  apply  to  all  carriers  under  Federal  control.  While 
no  specific  ratio  is  mentioned  as  to  the  apportionment  of  such  posi- 
tions, the  Board  does  not  feel  that  it  was  the  intent  of  this  rule  to 
unduly  burden  the  carriers  with  such  positions  at  points  or  on  terri- 
tory where  they  were  not  actually  needed.  The  Board,  however, 
does  feel  that  it  was  the  intent  of  the  rule  to  establish  a reasonable 
number  of  positions  of  assistant  signalmen  or  assistant  signal  main- 
tainers in  accordance  with  section  3,  which  employees  would  be  in 
training  for  the  positions  of  signalmen  or  signal  maintainers  during 
the  four-year  period  referred  to  therein.  The  Board  therefore  sug- 
gests that  the  representatives  of  the  management  and  the  represen- 
tatives of  the  employees  confer  in  an  eflFort  to  reach  an  agreement  as 
to  the  establishment  of  the  positions  of  assistant  signalmen  or 
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assistant  signal  inaintainers,  such  reclassification  to  be  made  affecting 
positions  now  existing,  but  shall  not  operate  to  increase  the  force. 

This  decision  shall  not  conflict  with  agreement  that  may  have  been 
reached  since  this  submission  was  filed  with  the  Labor  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  227.— DOCKET  735. 

Chicago,  111.,  September  27,  1021. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Texas  & Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Under  Decision  No.  119,  have  the  carmen  employed  on 
the  Texas  & Pacific  Railway,  represented  by  the  Brotherhood  Rail- 
way Carmen  of  America,  the  right  to  represent  the  painters  em- 
ployed on  the  Texas  & Pacific  Railway  who  have  concluded  an  agree- 
ment with  the  management,  dated  June  3,  1921,  negotiated  through 
representatives  selected  by  the  painters  employed  and  who  desire  to 
retain  the  aforesaid  agreement  ? 

Opinion. — The  painters  on  this  carrier’s  property,  about  38  in 
number,  are  affiliated  with  the  Brotherhood  of  Painters,  Decorators 
and  Paper  Hangers  of  America,  and  they  desire  that  this  organiza- 
tion represent  them  in  the  negotiations  of  an  agreement  on  rules 
and  working  conditions. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen  of  America, 
through  its  Texas  & Pacific  organization,  claims  the  right  to  nego- 
tiate the  agreement  for  these  painters. 

The  Transportation  Act,  under  the  authority  of  which  this  pro- 
posed schedule  of  rules  is  to  be  negotiated,  requires  an  agreement 
*of  this  character  to  be  negotiated  with  the  craft  or  class  of  employees 
whose  members  are  directly  interested.  The  Brotherhood  Railway 
Carmen  insist  that  these  painters,  whose  work  is  the  painting  of  the 
carrier’s  cars  and  equipment,  properly  belong  to  the  class  of  me- 
chanical employees  comprising  the  carmen’s  organization.  The 
painters  insist  that  they  should  be  classified  to  themselves. 

In  this  contention  the  Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen  of  America 
are  sustained  by  the  almost  unanimous  practice  on  all  the  railroads 
of  the  United  States.  With  practically  unbroken  uniformity,  the 
practice  has  been  and  is  now  to  include  the  painters  in  the  agree- 
ment of  the  carmen.  The  submissions  of  agreements  now  coming 
into  the  Board  from  all  sections  of  the  country  conform  to  this  prac- 
tice, almost  without  exception.  It  may  therefore  be  strongly  pre- 
sumed that  this  is  a natural,  reasonable,  and  proper  classification, 
and  that  it  works  no  injustice  to  the  painters.  It  is  not  contemplated 
by  the  Transportation  Act  nor  recognized  by  the  carriers  that  the 
work  of  all  employees  treated  as  comprising  a class  or  craft  shall  be 
absolutely  identical;  it  is  sufficient  if  the  general  characteristics  of 
the  work  and  the  conditions  surrounding  it  are  similar. 

The  painters  in  question  recognized  this  principle  of  classification 
when  they  associated  themselves  in  an  organization  with  paper 
hangers.  ) 

If  the  painters  on  this  railway  want  to  make  their  agreement 
through  an  unusual  agency,  and  are  not  permitted  to  do  so,  it  does 
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not  necessarily  follow,  as  urged  by  some,  that  they  are  being  denied 
their  legal  and  constitutional  rights.  If  this  idea  were  carried  to  its 
logical  conclusion,  the  carriers  of  the  country  might  be  annoyed  by 
the  necessity  of  making  multitudinous  agreements  wdth  arbitrary 
subdivisions  of  their  various  classes  of  employees  simply  to  satisfy 
the  Vvdiim  or  caprice  of  small  groups  of  men.  This  would  be  neither 
just  nor  economical. 

The  Transportation  Act  secures  to  railway  employees  the  right  to 
enter  into  an  agreement  on  rules  and  working  conditions,  but  it  nec- 
essarily provides  some  direction  as  to  how  this  agreement  shall  be 
made.  The  reasonable  regulation  of  the  exercise  of  a right  does  not 
constitute  a denial  thereof. 

The  argument  against  the  “ submerging  ” of  the  painters  in  the 
carmen’s  organization  is  not  persuasive.  The  individual  who  belongs 
to  an  organization  is  always  more  or  less  submerged,  but  in  this  case 
the  men  with  whom  the  painter  sinks  his  individuality  are  the  car- 
men who  daily  work  by  his  side  on  the  same  product.  It  is  better  for 
him  that  his  individuality  be  submerged  with  his  fellow  employees  of 
the  carrier  than  with  the  Brotherhood  of  Painters,  Decorators,  and 
Paper  Hangers  of  America,  an  organization  entirely  outside  of  rail- 
road work. 

In  this  connection  it  may  also  be  said  that  it  is  not  likely  to  con- 
tribute to  the  economical  operation  of  the  railroads  of  this  country  to 
mix  up  their  mechanical  employees  with  the  outside  building  trades. 
That  no  trouble  or  inconvenience  has  so  far  resulted  to  the  Texas  & 
Pacific  Kailway  Co.  does  not  indicate  what  would  likely  happen  to 
carriers  serving  gieater  centers  of  population,  such,  for  example,  as 
Chicago. 

Under  the  previous  decisions  of  this  Board  and  in  accordance  with 
the  established  practice,  the  agreement  of  the  carrier  with  the  Broth- 
erhood Kailway  Carmen  of  America  may  embrace  such  special  rules, 
particularly  applicable  to  the  painters,  as  the  parties  may  deem 
desirable. 

The  consummation  of  an  agreement  now  ought  to  be  a matter  of 
but  little  difficulty,  as  both  the  carrier  and  the  painters  have  already 
indicated  a set  of  rules  mutually  satisfactory. 

As  the  question  is  not  raised,  it  is  assumed  by  the  Labor  Board 
that  the  carrier  recognizes  the  fact  that  the  Brotherhood  Railway 
Carmen  of  America  constitutes  a majority  of  the  entire  class  of  em- 
ployees it  claims  to  represent. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  system  organization 
of  the  Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen  of  America  is  entitled  to  nego- 
tiate an  agreement  on  rules  and  working  conditions  that  will  include 
the  rules  for  the  painters  of  said  carrier,  and  it  is  ordered  that  the 
parties  proceed  to  negotiate  such  agreement. 

DISSENTING  OPINION. 

The  undersigned  dissent  from  the  decision  rendered  by  the  United 
States  Railroad  Labor  Board  in  Docket  735,  styled  Railway  Em- 
ployees’ Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  n.  Texas  & 
Pacific  Railway  Co.,  for  the  reasons  hereinafter  set  forth : 

First.  The  craft  or  class  known  as  “ painters  and  apprentices  ” 
employed  by  the  Texas  & Pacific  Railway  have,  since  1901  to  the 
present  time,  through  a committee  of  their  own  selection,  negotiated 
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the  rules  aud  working-  conditions  governing  the  craft  or  class,  and 
did  at  the  outset  of  present  rules  and  working  conditions  negotia- 
tion serve  written  notice  on  the  carrier  protesting  the  effort  of  the 
Federated  Shop  Crafts  to  represent  “painters  and  apprentices”  V)y 
submerging  them  in  the  carmen’s  organization,  a body  affiliated  with 
the  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  and  through  the  latter  body  with  the 
Eailway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  and  demanding  a con- 
tinuance of  the  long  unchallenged  right  to  select  their  own  repre- 
sentatiA^es. 

The  carrier,  recognizing  the  legal  and  equity  rights  of  the  parties 
at  interest,  did  in  June,  1921,  renew  with  agreed  modification  the 
“ painters  and  apprentices’  ” schedule,  which  had  been  running  for 
20  years  past,  not  with  the  Brotherhood  of  Painters,  Decorators 
and  Paper  Hangers  of  America  but  with  the  “ painters  and  appren- 
tices ” employed  by  the  carrier,  and  which  in  its  entirety  presents 
a happ3^  and  cordial  recognition  of  mutuality  of  interest  which  the 
undersigned  can  not  subscribe  to  violating  or  disturbing,  notwith- 
standing a majorioy  of  the  Labor  Board  votes  to  declare  such  an 
agreement  null  and  void  and  orders  it  set  aside. 

No  denial  is  made  that  on  many  roads  rules  governing  the  condi- 
tion of  service  of  painters  are  included  in  those  governing  carmen, 
but  only  by  reason  of  the  “ painters  and  apprentices  ” having  elected 
to  be  so  represented. 

Second.  It  will  not  be  denied  that  a painter,  and  more  especially 
a passenger-car  painter,  striper,  and  varnisher,  is  a skilled  crafts- 
man who  serves  an  apprenticeship  equal  in  length  to  that  served  by 
a machinist,  blacksmith,  boilermaker,  or  other  first-class  mechanic. 

Third.  In  Decision  No.  119  the  Labor  Board  promulgated  certain 
principles  which  should  serve  as  guideposts  to  the  contending  par- 
ties engaged  in  negotiation  of  rules  and  working  conditions,  and  it 
is  the  judgment  of  the  signers  of  this  dissent  that  the  decision  here 
treated  violates  Principles  5 and  15,  which  read  in  part  as  follows : 

Principle  5.  The  right  of  such  lawful  organization  to  act  toward  lawful  objects 
tlirough  representatives  of  its  own  choice,  * * *, 

Principle  15.  The  majority  of  any  craft  or  class  of  employees  shall  have  the 
right  to  determine  what  organization  shall  represent  members  of  such  craft  or 
class.  Such  organization  shall  have  the  right  to  make  an  agreement  which  shall 
apply  to  all  employees  in  such  craft  or  class.  * * * 

Fourth.  While  it  is  freely  conceded  that  the  men  ruled  against  in 
the  Board’s  decision  are  few  in  number,  at  the  same  time  it  is  sol- 
emly  and  urgently  set  forth  that  the  principle  assailed  by  the  deci- 
sion is  most  vital,  and  that  the  decision  itself  is  a most  dangerous 
step  toward  abridging  the  right  of  craft  or  class  to  self-determina- 
tion as  to  representation  and  by  direct  influence  forcing  the  craft  or 
class  referred  to,  to  affiliate  Avith  an  organization  against  the  ex- 
pressed will  of  such  craft  or  class. 

J.  H.  Elliott. 

Horace  Baker. 

Samuel  Higgins. 

It  is  with  reluctance  that  we  openly  dissent  from  any  decision 
reached  by  the  Labor  Board,  and  we  only  do  so  when  we  think  a 
somewhat  serious  matter  of  principle  is  involved,  as  we  think  is  in 
this  case. 
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We  join  in  the  foregoing  dissent  for  the  reasons  therein  stated, 
and  because  we  think  the  decision  is  violative  of  the  legal,  moral, 
and  equitable  rights  of  the  carrier  and  the  particular  employees  most 
directly  interested.  We  think  the  emplayees  involved — the  painters 
et  al. — constitute  a separate  and  distinct  class  whose  interests  should 
not,  against  their  wishes,  be  submerged  with  other  classes.  We 
think  that  under  our  decisions,  under  the  statute,  and  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  they  have  an 
absolute  right  to  separate  negotiations  and  to  select  their  own  repre- 
sentatives, but  this  decision  deprives  them  of  that  right.  We  think 
the  decision  is  a dangerous  infringement  of  the  position  taken  by  the 
Labor  Board  in  other  cases. 

Besides,  we  think  that  the  decision  in  this  case  and  Interpretation 
No.  5 to  Decision  No.  119  will  establish  an  uneconomical  and  unwise 
principle  which  will  interfere  with  the  liberty  and  discretion  of 
railroad  managements.  These  managements  from  time  to  time  may 
desire  and  find  it  economically  wise  and  necessary  to  establish  dif- 
ferent rules  and  conditions  for  separate  and  distinct  classes  which 
may  be  readily  accepted  by  them  but  which  will  not  be  accepted  by  an 
order  representing  several  other  and  distinct  classes.  It  increases  the 
power  and  influence  of  one  order  at  the  expense  of  management  and 
of  members  of  a distinct  class  belonging  to  another  union  or  who 
may  be  unorganized,  and  this,  we  think,  is  subversive  of  the  powder 
of  economical  and  efficient  management,  and  a denial  of  the  rights 
of  the  special  class  of  employees  directly  affected.  For  these  reasons 
we  are  impelled  to  dissent. 

R.  M.  Barton. 

Samuel  Higgins. 


DECISION  NO.  228.— DOCKET  353-277A. 

Chicago,  111.,  Octoher  11,  1921. 

San  Diego  & Arizona  Railway  v.  Certain  Specified  Classes  of  Employees. 

Question. — This  is  a dispute  between  the  carrier  named  above  and 
certain  specified  classes  of  employees  as  to  what  shall  constitute  just 
and  reasonable  wages  for  the  particular  positions  enumerated  in  this 
decision. 

Statement. — The  San  Diego  & Arizona  Railway  granted  certain 
increases  subsequent  to  July  1,  1920,  in  order  to  equalize  the  rates 
with  those  granted  other  employees. 

Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  147  authorized  the  San  Diego  & 
Arizona  Railway  to  make  deductions  from  the  rate  of  wages  of 
specified  classes  of  employees,  but  excepted  certain  employees.  The 
note  of  exception  in  the  above-mentioned  addendum  reads  as  fol- 
lows : 

Note. — Reductions  herein  authorized  for  this  carrier  shall  apply  only  to 
employees  increased  under  the  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2.  Employees  other- 
wise increased  to  be  covered  by  separate  decision. 
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This  controversy  Avas  considered  in  conferences  between  represen- 
tatives designated  and  authorized  by  tlie  carrier  and  the  employees, 
and  not  having  been  decided  in  such  conferences  Avas  referred  to  the 
Labor  Board  for  decision. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that,  effectiA^e  October  16, 
1921,  the  San  Diego  & Arizona  BailAvay  shall  establish  rates  of 
Avages  for  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  in  the  folloAving 
sections  by  deducting  from  the  amount  of  increases  granted  sul:>se- 
quent  to  February  29,  1920,  60  per  cent  of  such  increases. 

Section  1.  Operating  department:  One  (1)  secretary  to  general 
manager,  tAvo  (2)  clerks,  tAvo  (2)  stenographers,  and  one  (1)  02)erator. 

Section  2.  General  freight  and  passenger  office:  One  (1)  chie*f 
clerk,  one  (1)  rate  clerk,  and  one  (1)  stenographer. 

Section  3.  Treasury  department:  One  (1)  cashier. 

Section  4.  Engineering  department:  One  (1)  material  clerk,  three 
(3)  draftsmen,  and  one  (1)  file  clerk. 

Section  5.  District  freight  and  passenger  office:  One  (1)  stenog- 
rapher and  clerk. 

Section  6.  City  ticket  office:  One  (1)  cashier  and  accountant. 

Section  7.  Accounting  department:  One  (1)  secretary  to  auditor, 
one  (1)  stenographer  and  dictaphone  operator,  one  (1)  stenographer 
and  file  clerk,  one  (1)  record  clerk,  one  (1)  head  clerk  (construction 
bureau),  one  (1)  special  accountant,  one  (1)  bill  and  claim  clerk,  one 
(1)  pay-roll  clerk,  one  (1)  accountant  (construction  bureau),  one 
(l)  assistant  accountant  (construction  bureau),  one  (1)  bookkeeper, 
one  (1)  register  clerk,  one  (1)  voucher  clerk,  tAvo  (2)  assistant  ac- 
countants (disbursing  bureau),  one  (1)  invoice  clerk,  one  (1)  local 
reviser,  one  (1)  head  clerk  (passenger  accounts),  one  (1)  clerk  (sta- 
tion accounts),  one  (1)  clerk  (car-record  bureau),  tAvo  (2)  clerks 
(passenger  accounts),  and  one  (1)  clerk  and  typist. 

Section  8.  Boadmaster’s  office:  One  (1)  clerk  to  roadmaster. 

Section  9.  Stores  department:  One  (1)  chief  clerk,  tAvo  (2)  clerks, 
one  (1)  stenographer,  one  (1)  Avarehouse  foreman,  one  (1)  store- 
keeper, and  one  (1)  store  laborer. 

Section  10.  Engineering  department:  One  (1)  clerk  and  chain- 
man,  tAvo  (2)  rodmen,  two  (2)  chainmen,  and  one  (1)  instrument 
man. 

Section  11.  San  Diego  station:  One  (1)  chief  clerk,  one  (1)  rate 
clerk,  one  (1)  cashier,  one  (1)  bill  clerk,  two  (2)  yard  clerks,  one 
(1)  warehouse  foreman,  one  (1)  delivery  clerk,  and  one  (1)  night 
watchman. 

Section  12.  Chula  Yista  station:  One  (1)  assistant  agent. 

Section  13.  Tia  Juana  station:  Three  (3)  operators. 

Section  14.  Tecate  station:  One  (1)  agent  and  two  (2)  operators. 

Section  15.  Campo  station:  One  (1)  agent. 

Section  16.  Hipass  station:  Three  (3)  operators. 

Section  17.  Jacumba  station:  One  (1)  agent. 

Section  18.  Carriso  Gorge  station:  Two  (2)  operators. 

Section  19.  Cayote  Wells  station:  One  (1)  agent  and  two  (2)  op- 
erators. 

Section  20.  Seely  station;  One  (1)  agent. 
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Section  21.  Ecuanto  station:  One  (1)  agent. 

Section  22.  Mechanical  department:  One  (1)  chief  clerk,  one  (1) 
stenographer,  and  engine-supply  men,  fire  builders,  shop  laborers, 
engine  wipers,  car- department  laborers,  and  coach  cleaners. 

Section  23.  B.  and  B.  gang  No.  2:  One  (1)  foreman,  one  (1)  as- 
sistant foreman,  and  carpenters. 

Section  24.  B.  and  B.  gang  No.  3:  One  (1)  foreman,  and  car- 
penters, carpenter  helpers,  and  laborers. 

Section  25.  Material  yard  gang:  One  (1)  foreman  and  laborers. 

Section  26.  Section  gangs  west  of  Tia  Juana:  Foremen,  track 
walkers,  and  laborers. 

Section  27.  San  Diego  yard  gang:  One  (1)  foreman,  and  track 
walkers  and  laborers. 

Section  28.  Section  gangs  T.  and  T.  Division:  Foremen,  track 
walkers,  and  laborers. 

Section  29.  Section  gangs,  Eastern  Division:  Foremen. 


DECISION  NO.  229.— DOCKET  467. 

Chicago,  111.,  October  11,  1921. 

Electric  Short  Line  Railway  Co.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers; 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen;  Order  of  Railway 

Conductors;  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen. 

Question. — Proposed  reduction  in  rates  of  pay  of  employees  in 
train  and  engine  service. 

Statement. — The  carrier  states  that  train  operation  and  the  num- 
ber of  employees  have  been  reduced  to  the  minimum,  and  that  salaries 
have  been  reduced  with  the  exception  of  the  engineers,  motormen, 
firemen,  conductors,  and  brakemen;  and  requests  that  the  rates  of 
pay  of  enginemen,  motormen,  and  trainmen  be  reduced  25  per  cent, 
as  the  financial  condition  is  such  that  they  have  only  one  of  two 
alternatives — either  to  reduce  wages  or  to  go  into  the  hands  of  a 
receiver. 

The  bonds  and  stock  of  this  company  are  owned  by  Messrs.  W.  L. 
and  E.  D.  Luce  and  approximately  6,800  farmers.  The  road  is  a 
short  line,  operating  a steam  railroad  between  Minneapolis  and 
Hutchinson,  Minn.,  a distance  of  60  miles.  According  to  the  evi- 
dence of  the  carrier,  on  December  31,  1919,  it  showed  a deficit  for 
the  year  of  $19,704.50,  without  the  taxes  having  been  included;  on 
December  31,  1920,  there  was  a deficit  of  $133,000;  and  on  June  30, 
1921,  for  the  first  six  months  of  that  year,  there  was  a deficit  of 
$33,000. 

The  carrier  further  states  that  the  rates  of  pay  for  the  employees 
in  question  have  been  increased  since  1915  to  rates  as  follows : 
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Service. 

Rates  per  hour,  in  cents. 

Present 
rates 
since  De- 
cember, 
1920. 

1915. 

May, 

1916. 

June, 

1917. 

May, 

1918. 

August, 

1919. 

Mav, 

192<). 

Passenger: 

Conductors 

30 

33 

35 

40 

50 

50 

62.5 

Brakemen 

25 

27.5 

30 

33 

43 

45 

56.25 

Motormen 

30 

33 

35 

40 

50 

50 

62.5 

Engineers 

30 

33 

35 

42.5 

50 

50 

62.5 

Firemen 

25 

27.5 

30 

35 

43 

46 

57.5 

Freight: 

Conductors 

30 

33 

35 

42.5 

52.5 

52.5 

65.6 

Brakemen 

25 

27.5 

30 

37.5 

47.5 

47.5 

59.4 

Engineers 

30 

33 

35 

42.5 

52.5 

52.5 

65.6 

Firemen 

25 

27.5 

30 

37.5 

47.5 

47.5 

59.4 

Switching: 

Conductors 

30 

33 

35 

42.5 

52.5 

52.5 

62.5 

Brakemen 

25 

27.5 

30 

37.5 

47.5 

47.5 

57.5 

Engineers 

30 

33 

35 

42.5 

52.5 

52.5 

62.5 

Firemen 

25 

27.5 

30 

37.5 

47.5 

47.5 

57.5 

The  rates  applying  to  maintenance  of  way  and  mechanical  depart- 
ment employees  during  the  period  covered  by  the  foregoing  table  are 
shown  as  follows : 


Service. 

1916. 

Present. 

Section  foremen 

Section  laborers 

Section  laborers 

Blacksmiths 

Machinists 

Carpenters 

Handymen 

Car  cleaners 

Electricians 

Hostlers 

per  month.. 

do 

do — 

do.... 

do 

do 

do 

$60.00 

.175 

.20 

.30 

.35 

.26 

.275 

.225 

.35 

.225 

$90.00 

.25 

.30 

.55 

.65 

.45 

.45 

.30 

.54 

.45 

From  the  foregoing  tables  it  will  be  noted  that  the  increases  ap- 
plying to  train  and  engine  men  have  exceeded  the  increases  to  em- 
ployees in  other  departments  due  to  the  fact  that  other  employees 
accepted  a decrease  in  pay  in  May,  1921,  of  from  5 to  10  cents  per 
hour. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  that  at  the 
present  time  engine  and  train  men  are  receiving  more  than  90  per 
cent  increase  in  salary  over  what  they  were  receiving  in  1916,  while 
the  remainder  of  the  employees;  are  receiving  an  increase  of  only 
50  per  cent. 

Statements  presented  by  the  carrier  show  that  at  present  the  rates 
of  pay  of  engineers,  motormen,  firemen,  conductors,  and  brakemen 
are  over  100  per  cent  higher  than  their  rates  of  pay  in  the  year  1915. 
Some  of  the -employees  have  received  as  much  as  130  per  cent  higher 
rate  of  pay  than  in  1915,  and  in  addition  thereto  have  had  the  ad- 
vantage of  greatly  improved  working  conditions. 

The  employees  state  that  the  train  and  engine  men  have  already 
accepted  a reduction  equal  to  the  increase  granted  by  Decision  No. 
2 of  the  Labor  Board ; that  the  increase  was  put  into  effect  on  De- 
cember 16,  1920,  in  the  form  of  an  agreed-upon  lump-sum  settlement 
for  back  pay  which  corresponded  to  the  amounts  specified  in  Deci- 
sion No.  2 ; and  that  they  do  not  feel  they  should  be  further  decreased. 
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Decision.-— Labor  Board  has  carefully  considered  the  evidence 
including  that  submitted  at  the  hearing  held  on  this  case  on  August 
2, 1921,  and  decides  that  the  present  rates  of  pay  of  engineers,  motor- 
men,  firemen,  conductors,  and  brakemen  shall  be  reduced  20  per  cent 
effective  October  16,  1921,  which,  taking  into  consideration  all  the 
conditions  and  circumstances  as  contemplated  by  the  Transportation 
Act,  1920,  including  the  financial  condition  of  this  carrier,  i.  e.,  its 
earnings,  cost  of  operation,  etc.,  will  establish  just  and  reasonable 
wages. 


DECISION  NO.  230.— DOCKET  425. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  13,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Railway  Co. 

Question. — ^The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  seniority  where 
authorized  leave  of  absence  was  overstayed. 

Statement.— On  July  21,  1919,  W.  R.  Flack  was  granted  leave  of 
absence  for  six  months  to  perform  the  duties  of  general  chairman 
representing  employees  affiliated  with  the  above-named  organiza- 
tion. Prior  to  the  expiration  of  said  leave,  he  applied  for  and  se- 
cured an  extension  of  six  months.  Prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
second  leave,  he  applied  for  a further  extension  of  six  months,  which 
was  denied.  The  employee  in  question  did  not  report  for  work  at 
the  expiration  of  his  leave  and  the  carrier  removed  his  name  from 
the  seniority  roster. 

Employees’’  position.— The  position  of  the  employees  is  summarized 
as  follows : 

It  is  the  position  of  the  employees  that  the  general  chairman  in 
question  found  it  necessary  to  devote  his  entire  time  to  committee 
work  and  adjusting  grievances,  and  in  accordance  with  rulings  of 
the  Railroad  Administration  and  provisions  of  the  national  agree- 
ment should  have  been  granted  an  extension  to  cover  such  time  as 
may  have  been  necessary  to  adjust  grievances  as  well  as  working 
conditions  under  the  provisions  of  orders  of  the  United  States  Rail- 
road Labor  Board ; and  that  formal  request  was  made  for  an  exten- 
sion in  accordance  with  section  (j).  Article  II,  of  the  national  agree- 
ment, but  was  denied ; and  therefore  contend  that  the  carrier  was  not 
justified  in  removing  W.  R,  Flack’s  name  from  the  seniority  roster. 

Carriers  position. — The  position  of  the  carrier  is  summarized  as 
follows : 

It  is  the  position  of  the  carrier  that  inasmuch  as  no  other  general 
chairman  on  the  system  has  ever  asked  for  continued  leave,  the  rer 
quest  is  unusual.  Recognizing,  however,  that  the  organization  was 
new,  and  realizing  that  it  would  take  some  time  to  organize  the  sys- 
tem, the  first  six  months’  leave  was  granted,  which  it  was  thought 
was  sufficient,  but  finally  agreed  to  permit  an  extension  of  six  months. 
At  the  expiration  of  this  extension  an  application  for  further  exten- 
sion was  refused,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  employee  in  ques- 
tion failed  to  report  for  work  at  expiration  of  said  leave  the  carrier 
claims  it  was  justified  in  removing  his  name  from  the  seniority  roster. 
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Decision. — It  has  been  a recognized  and  time-honored  practice  of 
practically  all  carriers  having  working  agreements  with  their  em- 
ployees to  grant  leaves  of  absence  (ofttimes  indefinite  with  full  reten- 
tion of  seniority  rights)  to  general  chairmen  representing  large 
groups  of  employees  in  order  that  they  might  perform  the  duties 
incumbent  upon  that  position. 

The  Labor  Board  therefore  decides  that  the  carrier  was  not  justi- 
fied in  refusing  further  leave  to  General  Chairman  W.  E.  Flack  and 
that  he  should  be  restored  to  the  seniority  roster  in  accordance  with 
his  standing  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  last  leave  granted  by  the 
carrier. 


DECISION  NO.  231— DOCKET  435. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  13,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  foreman  for  compensation  during  period  when 
extra  gang  over  which  he  had  charge  was  laid  off. 

Statement. — The  evidence  submitted  indicates  that  C.  T.  Wool  wine 
was  formerly  employed  as  regular  section  foreman,  and  was  later 
transferred  to  the  position  of  extra  gang  foreman,  both  positions 
being  paid  on  a monthly  salary;  that  said  foreman  was  instructed 
by  wire  and  by  mail  that  the  extra  gang  would  be  cut  off  from  Decem- 
ber 19,  1920,  to  January  3,  1921,  and  that  accordingly  no  wmrk  was 
performed  either  by  that  gang  or  by  the  foreman  during  that  period ; 
and,  further,  that  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  said  C.  T.  Wool- 
wine  applied  to  the  carrier  for  the  privilege  of  returning  to  his  for- 
mer section,  nor  is  there  anything  to  indicate  that  the  carrier  offered 
to  return  him  to  that  position.  Foreman  Woolwine  claims  pay  for 
the  period  December  19,  1920,  to  January  3,  1921. 

Employees^  position. — The  employees’'  position  is  summarized  as 
follows : 

Employees  call  attention  to  the  following  rules  which  appear  in 
Article  II  of  the  national  agreement  covering  maintenance  of  w'ay 
employees : 

(c  2)  Except  as  provided  in  section  (d)  of  this  article  and  in  section  (h). 
Article  III,  when  force  is  reduced  the  senior  man,  in  the  subdepartment,  on 
the  seniority  district,  capable  of  doing  the  work  shall  be  retained. 

if)  Employees  assigned  to  temporary  service  may,  when  released,  return  to 
the  position  from  which  taken  without  loss  of  seniority. 

The  emplo5^ees  claim  that  the  foreman  in  question  was  not  in- 
structed regarding  his  duties  during  the  period  above  referred  to, 
and  that  inasmuch  as  he  was  employed  by  the  month  and  had  not 
asked  for  leave  of  absence,  he  was  still  subject  to  the  instructions  of 
the  roadmaster  who  should  have  issued  instructions  for  his  retention 
and  guidance  during  the  time  the  extra  force  of  laborers  was  laid  off ; 
and  therefore  contend  that  he  should  be  compensated  for  the  perio(l 
December  19,  1920,  to  January  3,  1921. 

CameEs  position. — The  position  of  the  carrier  has  been  summar- 
ized as  follows: 
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The  carrier  takes  the  position  that  the  foreman  in  question  per- 
formed no  Avork  during  the  period  aboA-e  referred  to ; that  when  the 
extra  gang  was  cut  off  it  was  his  duty  under  the  rules  to  haA^e  re- 
quested that  he  be  returned  to  his  position  as  section  foreman  if  he 
wished  to  work  during  that  period ; that  the  carrier’s  obligation  was 
fulfilled  when  he  was  notified  that  the  gang  would  be  dispensed 
with  for  a certain  period;  and  that  the  carrier  was  not  required  to 
arbitrarily  return  this  foreman  to  his  section. as  such  action  Avould 
seem  to  be  improper  since  the  rule  is  a permissive  one  and  leaA^es  it 
to  the  foreman  to  act;  further,  that  he  would  have  been  priAuleged 
under  the  rules  to  have  displaced  the  section  foreman  having  the 
least  seniority  rights  if  he  did  not  wish  to  return  to  the  section  from 
which  he  came.  The  carrier  does  not  consider  that  rule  (c  2)  of  Arti- 
cle II  applies  to  this  case  as  the  force  was  not  reduced — the  entire 
gang  was  cut  off. 

Decision. — The  rules  quoted  in  the  employees’  position  expressly 
provide  for  the  retention  of  senior  men  in  case  of  force  reduction  or 
temporary  assignment;  however,  it  does  not  appear  from  the  evi- 
dence that  the  employee  in  question  made  the  proper  effort  to  take 
advantage  of  these  provisions. 

The  claim  for  compensation  for  the  period  laid  off  is  therefore  de- 
nied. 


DECISION  NO.  232.— DOCKET  436. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  IS,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  number  of 
days  constituting  a basic  year  for  employees  covered  by  the  national 
agreement  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Em- 
ployees and  Railwa}^  Shop  Laborers. 

Statement. — The  submission  contains  the  following: 

Employees'  position. — Section  (e)  of  Article  V reads,  in  part,  as  follows: 

“ To  compute  the  hourly  rate  of  monthly-rated  employees,  take  the  number  of 
working  days  constituting  a calendar  year,  multiply  by  8 and  divide  the  annual 
salary  by  the  total  hours  * * 

We  contend  that  the  decision  of  Railway  Board  of  Adjustment  No.  3 places 
all  monthly-rated  employees  under  the  provisions  of  section  (e)  of  Article  V, 
and  that  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2 sustains  our  claim,  as  the  in- 
crease for  all  monthly-rated  employees  was  figured  on  the  basis  of  306  days  per 
year;  consequently,  we  contend  that  the  hourly  rate  for  all  monthly-rated  em- 
ployees covered  by  the  provisions  of  our  national  agreement  should  be  computed 
by  multiplying  306  by  8 and  dividing  the  annual  salary  by  the  total  hours. 

Carrier's  position. — The  railway  company’s  officers  take  the  position  that  sec- 
tion (e),  Article  V,  of  the  national  agreement  (Maintenance  of  Way  Employees 
and  Railway  Shop  Laborei*s)  has  no  bearing  on  the  number  of  days  constituting 
a calendar  year,  but  merely  provides  basis  for  determining  hourly  rate  of 
monthly-rated  employees. 

Decision. — The  employees’  contention  is  denied.  See  Eailroad 
Labor  Board’s  Decision  No.  209. 
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DECISION  NO.  233.— DOCKET  437. 

Chicago,  111.,  October  IS,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Virginian  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Is  it  the  intention  that  the  monthly  rate  of  section  fore- 
men, extra  gang  foremen,  bridge  foremen,  painter  foremen,  and 
other  monthly  paid  foremen  as  established  by  section  (A),  Article  V, 
of  the  national  agreement  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance 
of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers,  shall  cover  the  work 
performed  on  holidays  during  the  eight-hour  period,  or  shall  the 
work  performed  on  holidays  be  paid  for  in  addition  to  the  monthly 
rate  established  in  accordance  with  section  (A)  of  Article  V? 

Decision. — Decision  No.  209  of  the  Labor  Board  covers  the  ques- 
tion in  dispute  and  shall  govern  in  this  case. 


DECISION  NO.  234.— DOCKET  443. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  13,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Shall  O.  L.  Crane  and  J.  E.  Sheldon,  car  repairers,  be 
compensated  for  the  five  days  that  they  were  suspended  by  the  car- 
rier ? 

Decision. — Based  upon  the  evidence  submitted  by  the  respective 
parties,  the  claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  235.— DOCKET  195. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  28,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  J,  Donaldson,  I.  J.  Tesch,  and  Isabelle  Sul- 
livan, employees  in  the  freight  claim  department,  for  pay  for  time 
lost  in  April,  1920,  account  sickness. 

Statement. — The  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Rail- 
way and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees,  which  govern  the  working  conditions  of  employees 
in  the  class  of  service  in  which  the  employees  involved  in  this  dis- 
pute are  engaged,  does  not  contain  any  specific  rule  on  the  question 
of  pay  for  time  lost  account  sickness  or  vacation;  however,  under 
date  of  January  30,  1920,  the  Director,  Division  of  (Operation,  United 
States  Railroad  Administration,  issued  the  following  telegraphic 
instructions  to  the  regional  directors,  and  this  telegram  was  under- 
stood to  become  a part  of  the  agreement : 

Many  questions  have  arisen  as  to  payment  for  time  lost  account  vacations 
and  sick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  with  the 
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Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees,  dated  January  13,  1920.  The  agreement  is  silent  on  this 
point,  but  it  was  the  understanding  that  existing  practices  as  to  vacations  and 
sick  leave  would  remain  in  effect.  Please  have  this  understood  by  Federal 
managers. 

A check  of  the  pay  rolls  of  the  freight  claim  department  shows  that 
during  the  period  from  October,  1914,  to  October,  1917,  inclusive,  a 
total  of  815  employees  were  absent  from  duty  account  sundry  reasons 
for  periods  varying  from  1 to  31  days,  and  in  every  instance  such 
em}iloyees  were  paid  for  the  time  lost. 

Decision. — Position  of  employees  is  sustained. 

This  decision  is  arrived  at  on  a basis  of  the  rules  of  the  national 
agreement  and  the  above-quoted  instructions  of  the  Director,  Division 
of  Operation,  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  and  is  not 
to  be  construed  as  indicating  the  attitude  of  the  Labor  Board  on  the 
questions  regarding  pay  for  time  lost  account  sickness  or  vacations 
jjresented  to  it  in  submissions  covering  negotiations  conducted  be- 
tween representatives  of  employees  and  carriers  in  accordance  with 
Decision  No.  119. 


DECISION  NO.  236.— DOCKET  211. 


Chicago,  III.,  September  28^  1921. 


Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  R.  F.  Sederberg,  clerk  in  the  freight  claim 
depaitment,  for  pay  for  time  off  duty,  March  17,  18,  19,  and  20,  1920, 
account  death  in  his  immediate  family. 

iStatem-ent. — The  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Rail- 
way and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees,  which  governs  the  working  conditions  of  employees  in 
the  class  of  service  in  which  Mr.  Sederberg  is  engaged,  does  not  con- 
tain any  specific  rule  on  the  question  of  pay  for  time  lost  account 
sickness  or  vacation;  however,  under  date  of  January  30,  1920,  the 
Director,  Division  of  Operation,  LTnited  States  Railroad  Adminis- 
tration, issued  the  following  telegraphic  instructions  to  the  regional 
directors,  and  this  telegram  was  unclerstood  to  become  a part  of  the 
agreement : 

Many  questions  have  arisen  as  to  payment  for  time  lost  account  vacations  and 
sick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  with  the  Brotherhood 
of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees,  dated  January  13,  1920.  The  agreement  is  silent  on  this  point, 
but  it  was  the  understanding  that  existing  practices  as  to  vacations  and  sick 
leave  would  remain  in  effect.  Please  have  this  understood  by  Federal  man- 
agers. 

A check  of  the  pay  rolls  of  the  freight  claim  department  of  the 
carrier  in  question  shows  that  for  the  period  from  October,  1914,  to 
October,  1917,  a total  of  815  emploi^ees  were  absent  from  duty,  account 
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sundry  reasons,  for  periods  varying  from  1 to  31  days,  and  in  every 
instance  compensation  for  time  lost  was  allowed. 

Decision. — Position  of  employee  is  sustained. 

This  decision  is  arrived  at  on  a basis  of  the  rules  of  tlie  national 
agreement  and  the  above-quoted  instructions  of  the  Director,  Di- 
vision of  Operation,  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  and  is 
not  to  be  construed  as  indicating  the  attitude  of  the  Labor  Board  on 
questions  of  pay  for  time  lost  account  sickness  or  vacations  presented 
to  it  in  submissions  covering  negotiations  conducted  l)etween  repre- 
sentatives of  employees  and  carriers  in  accordance  with  Decision  Xo. 
119. 


DECISION  NO.  237.— DOCKET  251. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  28,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  William  Thart,  clerk  in  the  auditor  pas- 
senger accounts  department,  for  pay  for  time  lost  account  illness, 
April  26  and  27,  1920. 

Statement. — The  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Rail- 
w^ay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees,  which  governs  the  working  conditions  of  emplo3^ees  in 
the  class  of  service  in  which  Mr.  Thart  is  engaged,  does  not  contain 
any  specific  rule  on  the  question  of  pay  for  time  lost  account  sickness 
or  vacation.  However,  under  date  of  January  30,  1920,  the  Director, 
Division  of  Operation,  United  States  Railroad  Administration, 
issued  the  following  telegraphic  instructions  to  the  regional  directors, 
and  this  telegram  was  understood  to  have  become  a part  of  the  agree- 
ment : 

IMany  questions  have  arisen  as  to  payment  for  time  lost  account  vacations 
and  sick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  with  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees,  dated  January  13,  1920.  The  agreement  is  silent  on 
this  point,  but  it  was  the  understanding  that  existing  practices  as  to  vacations 
and  sick  leave  would  remain  in  effect.  Please  have  this  understood  by  Federal 
managers. 

A check  of  the  pay  rolls  of  the  auditor  passenger  accounts  depart- 
ment of  the  carrier  in  question  shows  that  for  the  period  from  Jan- 
uary, 1917,  to  December,  1917,  all  employees  who  were  off  duty  ac- 
count sundry  reasons  for  periods  varying  from  1 to  26  days  were 
allowed  compensation  for  the  period  they  were  absent. 

Decision. — Position  of  employee  is  sustained. 

This  decision  is  arrived  at  on  a basis  of  the  rules  of  the  national 
agreement  and  the  above-quoted  instructions  of  the  Director,  Divi- 
sion of  Operation,  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  and  is 
not  to  be  construed  as  indicating  the  attitude  of  the  Labor  Board  on 
questions  of  pay  for  time  lost  account  sickness  or  vacations  presented 
to  it  in  submissions  covering  negotiations  conducted  between  repre- 
sentatives of  employees  and  carriers  in  accordance  with  Decision 
Xo.  119. 
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DECISION  NO.  238.— DOCKET  254. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  28,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System. 

Question. — Dispute  ccncerning  the  application  of  rules  12  and  7l 
of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  to  vacant  positions  in  the  accounting 
department,  division  of  freight  accounts,  El  Paso  & Southwestern 
System. 

Statement. — On  or  about  April  20,  1920,  Leo  Wren,  clerk  in  the 
division  of  freight  accounts,  accounting  department,  whose  position 
was  listed  on  the  seniority  roster  and  pay  rolls  as  “ Stamp  inter, 
rec.,”  left  the  service.  Mr.  Wren  received  a salary  of  $95  per 
month,  but  the  vacancy  was  bulletined  at  $90  per  month. 

Employees  claim  that  this  is  in  violation  of  rule  71,  and  request 
that  the  rate  of  $95  per  month  be  reestablished  from  the  date  the 
reduction  was  made,  and  that  the  increase  authorized  by  Decision 
No.  2 be  added  to  the  $95  rate  inste'ad  of  to  the  $90  rate. 

The  carrier  states  that  there  are  in  the  accounting  department 
a number  of  boys  and  girls  working  on  files,  stamping  settlements 
against  records  of  waj^bills,  binding  reports,  and  doing  other  mis- 
cellaneous work  of  a similar  character;  that  these  employees  come 
under  the  classification  of  clerks  as  defined  in  the  national  agreement 
and  are  paid  from  $87.50  per  month  to  $100  per  month ; that  there 
is  no  established  rate  for  any  clerk  in  connection  with  these  posi- 
tions; that  the  employees  are  promoted  from  file  desk  or  picked  up 
from  the  outside,  in  which  latter  case  they  are  usually  wholly  inex- 
perienced and  are  paid  in  accordance  with  their  ability  to  do  satis- 
factory work,  the  rate  varying  from  $87.50  to  $100  per  month. 

It  is  stated  that  Mr.  Wren  was  employed  at  $87.50,  and  subse- 
quently raised  to  $95;  and  that  in  accordance  with  this  method  of 
handling  these  positions  this  vacancy  was  not  advertised  at  $95  per 
month. 

Kule  No.  71  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  reads  as  follows: 

Rating  positions — Rule  71.  Positions  (not  employees)  shall  be  rated,  and  the 
tmnsfer  of  rates  from  one  position  to  another  shall  not  be  permitted. 

Decision. — Under  rule  No.  71  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  the 
vacancy  in  question  should  have  been  bulletined  at  $95  per  month, 
and  the  increase  authorized  by  Decision  No.  2 added  to  that  rate 
if  it  was  the  rate  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  Kail- 
road  Administration  and  in  effect  at  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920.  This 
decision  shall  not  be  construed  to  prohibit  the  establishment  of  mini- 
mum rates  for  inexperienced  clerks,  as  provided  in  Decision  No.  147. 


DECISION  NO.  239.— DOCKET  289. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  28,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co. 

Question. — Bulletining  of  nonclerical  positions. 

Statement. — This  case  covers  a difference  of  opinion  between  the 
employees  and  the  carrier  named  above  in  regard  to  the  bulletining 
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of  certain  so-called  nonclerical  positions  designated  as  station  ware- 
housemen. It  appears  that  no  specific  claims  for  payment,  in  ac- 
cordance with  emploj^ees’  contentions  with  I’espect  to  the  rules  of 
the  clerks’  national  agreement  involved,  are  pending  for  adjust- 
ment. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  inasmuch  as  the  ques- 
tion of  bulletining  nonclerical  positions  was  given  consideration  in 
conferences  between  the  representatives  of  the  employees  and  the 
carrier  named,  in  accordance  with  the  Board’s  direction  in  Decision 
No.  119,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  Board  to  make  an  interpretation 
of  the  rule  of  the  national  agreement  involved  at  this  time.  This 
should  not  be  understood  to  prohibit  the  employees  from  presenting 
claims  for  compensation  in  the  manner  provided  in  the  agreement, 
and,  if  not  satisfactorily  adjusted,  to  the  Labor  Board,  in  accord- 
ance with  Title  III  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 


DECISION  NO.  240.— DOCKET  307. 

Chicago,  JU.,  Septemher  28,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Classification  of  express  messenger  runs  between 
Omaha,  Nebr.,  and  Sioux  City,  Iowa. 

Statement. — The  express  messengers  on  trains  operated  by  the 
Chicago  & North  Western  Kail  way  and  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul, 
Minneapolis  & Omaha  Railroad  between  Omaha,  Nebr.,  and  Sioux 
City,  Iowa,  make  a round  trip  between  Omaha  and  Sioux  City  on 
50  per  cent  of  the  days,  and  during  the  remaining  50  per  cent  of 
the  days  the  messengers  on  these  runs  make  a one-way  trip,  sleep- 
ing overnight  at  distant  terminals.  The  one-way  and  round  trips 
are  alternated.  The  mileage  between  Omaha,  Nebr.,  and  Sioux 
City,  Iowa,  is  101  miles,  and  the  actual  time  on  duty  for  each  one- 
way trip  is  approximately  4 hours  and  45  minutes  on  the  Chicago 
& North  Western  Railway  and  6 hours  on  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul, 
Minneapolis  & Omaha  Railroad. 

The  employees  claim  that  these  runs  are  turn-around  runs,  inas- 
much as  the  messengers  thereon  actually  make  a turn-around  trip 
between  Omaha  and  Sioux  City  each  alternate  day,  thus  putting  in 
two-thirds  of  their  time  in  turn-around  service  and  one-third  of 
their  time  in  straightaway  service;  and  contend  that  the  express 
messengers  thereon  should  be  paid  in  accordance  with  rule  76  of 
the  national  agreement  effective  February  15,  1921.  The  employees 
further  contend  that  the  messengers  on  these  runs  are  entitled  to  a 
minimum  allowance  of  8 hours  for  each  day  they  are  required  to 
work,  in  accordance  with  rules  47  and  68  of  the  national  agreement. 

The  carrier  states  that  rules  47  and  68  are  not  in  any  way  involved 
in  this  dispute,  and  that  in  the  conference  with  the  employees  re- 
garding the  case,  no  evidence  was  adduced  by  the  employees  in 
connection  with  the  applicability  of  these  rules,  the  only  question 
at  issue  being  whether  or  not  these  runs  can  be  considered  turn- 
around runs  and  paid  under  the  provisions  of  rule  76  of  the  na- 
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tional  agreement;  and  contends  that  turn-around  service,  as  con- 
templated by  rule  76,  refers  only  to  service  where  the  messengers 
return  to  home  terminal  each  day  or  that  class  of  service  where  one 
or  more  round  trips  are  made  every  day,  and  that  the  service  con- 
sisting of  short  trips  and  long  trips  can  not  be  classed  as  short  turn- 
around service  simply  because  one  or  more  round  trips  are  made  dur- 
ing a given  month,  and  particularly  when  it  is  sought  to  apply  the 
turn-around  minimum  to  the  straightaway  portion  of  such  service. 

Decision, — The  position  of  the  carrier  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  241.—DOCKET  338. 

Chicago,  111.,  September  28,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 

and  Station  Employees  v.  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac  Rail- 
road Co. 

Question. — Was  the  action  of  the  carrier  in  abolishing  the  position 
of  chief  car  record  clerk  and  creating  the  position  of  car  accountant, 
Potomac  Yards,  Va.,  in  conflict  with  rule  84,  and  does  the  position  of 
car  accountant,  Potomac  Yards,  Va.,  come  within  the  scope  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Bailway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  as  defined 
in  Article  I thereof  ? 

Statement. — -On  September  28, 1920,  chief  car  record  clerk,  Potomac 
Yards,  Va.,  resigned,  and  on  October  12,  1920,  bulletin  was  issued 
abolishing  this  position.  On  October  14,  1920,  the  position  of  car 
accountant  Avas  created. and  filled  by  the  carrier  without  liaAung  been 
bulletined. 

The  emplo^^ees  state  that  the  position  of  chief  car  record  clerk  is 
not  excepted  from  the  profusions  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement, 
and  that  the  duties  of  the  newly  created  position  of  car  accountant  are 
substantially  the  same  as  those  of  the  chief  car  record  clerk.  They 
contend  that  the  action  of  the  carrier  in  abolishing  the  position  of 
chief  car  record  clerk  and  creating  the  position  of  car  accountant  con- 
stitutes a violation  of  rule  84  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement,  and 
that  the  position  of  car  accountant  comes  within  the  scope  of  the 
clerks’  national  agreement  as  defined  in  Article  I thereof. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  administration  of  the  car  record  office 
at  Potomac  Yards  was  unsatisfactory,  and  it  was  decided  to  appoint 
a car  accountant  with  full  authority  of^er  the  entire  car  accounting 
and  distributing  forces.  It  is  claimed  that  the  car  accountant  is  an 
official  of  the  carrier  with  full  authority  to  employ,  discipline,  and 
dismiss  all  employees  under  his  jurisdiction,  and  that  he  reports  di- 
rect to  the  car  accountant  of  the  system.  It  is  further  claimed  that 
his  duties  are  of  a superfdsory  character  exclusif^ely,  and  that  he  acts 
Avith  full  authority  in  his  relations  with  the  officials  of  the  several 
carriers  inAmh^ed  in  the  interchange  of  cars  at  Potomac  Yards,  Va. 

Pule  84  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  reads  as  folloAvs : 

Established  positions  shall  not  be  discontinued  and  new  ones  created  under  a 
different  title  covering  relatively  the  same  class  of  Avork  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
ducing the  rate  of  pay  or  evading  tlie  application  of  these  rules. 
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Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  on  the  evidence  before  it,  in- 
cluding proceedings  of  hearing  held  on  April  13, 1021,  that  the  action 
of  the  carrier  in  abolishing  the  position  of  chief  car  record  clerk  and 
creating  the  official  position  of  car  accountant  is  not  a violation  of 
rule  84  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement,  and  that  the  position  of 
car  accountant,  Potomac  Yards,  v a.,  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the 
clerks’  national  agreement  as  defined  in  Article  I thereof. 


DECISION  NO.  242.— DOCKET  340. 

Chicago,  III.,  Septemhei'  28,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System. 

Question. — Bulletining  of  position  of  the  valuation  accountant 
in  the  accounting  department  of  the  El  Paso  & Southwestern  Sys- 
tem in  accordance  with  rule  12,  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Kailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees. 

Statement.- — In  May,  1920,  the  position  of  valuation  accountant 
was  created  in  the  accounting  department  and  filled  without  bulle- 
tining. The  employees  contend  that  the  position  was  within  the 
scope  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  and  should  have  been  bulle- 
tined in  accordance  with  the  provisions  thereof.  The  carrier  con- 
tends that  at  the  time  the  position  was  created  there  was  no  one  in 
the  accounting  department  receiving  a lower  salary  than  said  posi- 
tion paid  who  had  the  necessary  experience  to  qualify  for  same; 
and  states  that  vacancies  which  occur  in  the  accounting  department 
are  being  bulletined  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  clerks’ 
national  agreement. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
employee  involved  in  this  dispute  left  the  service  of  the  carrier 
August  28,  1920,  and  that  the  position  in  question  was  abolished 
October  1,  1920.  There  is,  therefore,  nothing  for  the  Board  to 
decide  in  this  case,  and  it  is  ordered  stricken  from  the  docket  and 
the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  243.— DOCKET  348 

Chicago,  III.,  September  28,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  & Louisiana. 

Question. — This  dispute  is  upon  a controversy  between  the  em- 
ployees and  the  carrier  named  above  wdth  respect  to  the  claim  of 
F.  A.  Beaulieu  for  a position  in  the  service  of  the  carrier  defendant. 

Statement. — During  the  period  of  Federal  control  the  terminal 
facilities  of  the  railroads  entering  Galveston,  Tex.,  were  unified  and 
operated  under  one  management  known  as  the  Galveston  Terminal 
Association.  This  terminal  association  was  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Federal  manager  of  the  Gulf,  Colorado  & Santa  Fe  Kailway. 
At  the  expiration  of  Federal  control  the  unification  agreement  was 
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terminated,  and  each  carrier  involved  arranged  to  take  back  into 
its  service  such  employees  as  had  been  transferred  to  the  Galveston 
Terminal  Association  when  the  unification  agreement  became  effec- 
tive in  January,  1918. 

Mr.  Beaulieu  entered  the  service  of  the  Galveston  Terminal  Asso- 
ciation in  March,  1918,  and  remained  therein  until  March,  1920. 

The  employees  contend  that  in  view  of  Mr.  Beaulieu’s  service 
with  the  Galveston  Terminal  Association  from  March,  1918,  to 
March,  1920,  he  should  not  have  been  considered  a new  employee 
when  he  started  to  work  for  the  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas 
& Louisiana,  and  that  he  should  be  reinstated  in  the  service  of 
that  carrier  with  seniority  rights  from  the  date  of  his  employment 
with  the  Galveston  Terminal  Association. 

The  carrier  states  that  when  the  unification  agreement  was  entered 
into  by  the  railroads  entering  Galveston  arrangements  were  made 
for  the  transfer  from  the  various  carriers  involved  to  the  terminal 
association  of  emplovees  needed  to  conduct  the  operation  of  the 
terminal  property,  ^hese  employees  were  transferred  with  the 
understanding  that  when  the  unification  agreement  terminated  they 
would  be  restored  to  the  service  of  the  carrier  by  which  they  were 
employed  prior  to  their  service  with  the  terminal  association.  The 
carrier  contends  that  Mr.  Beaulieu  was  not  one  of  the  employees 
transferred  to  the  terminal  association  by  the  Southern  Pacific  Lines 
in  Texas  & Louisiana  when  the  unification  agreement  went  into 
effect,  but  was  employed  by  the  terminal  association  some  time  there- 
after. Therefore  when  the  terminal  facilities  of  the  roads  entering 
Galveston  were  returned  to  their  respective  properties  Mr.  Beaulieu 
was  out  of  employment.  He  was  engaged  by  the  Southern  Pacific 
Lines  in  Texas  & Louisiana  on  some  extra  work  of  a temporary 
character  in  connection  with  the  segregation  and  readjustment  of  the 
business.  He  was  released  from  the  service  when  his  application  for 
employment  showed  that  he  was  above  the  age  limit  for  employees 
entering  the  service. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  Mr. 
Beaulieu  was  not  an  employee  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in 
Texas  & Louisiana  prior  to  his  employment  by  the  Galveston  Ter- 
minal Association,  and  that  he  entered  the  service  of  the  association 
after  it  was  organized.  Therefore,  when  the  unification  agreement 
terminated  and  the  Galveston  Terminal  Association,  by  which  Mr. 
Beaulieu  was  employed,  passed  out  of  existence,  there  was  no  obli- 
gation on  the  part  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  & Loui- 
siana to  give  the  employee  in  question  a position  in  their  service. 

Claim  of  employee  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  244.— DOCKET  365. 

Chicago,  III.,  Septemher  28,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Cincinnati,  Indianapolis  & Western  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Position  of  price  clerk  in  the  department  of  purchases 
and  supplies  not  bulletined  and  not  awarded  to  employee  holding 
seniority. 
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Statement. — On  October  20,  1920,  the  clerical  position  clesi^ated 
as  price  clerk  in  the  department  of  purchases  and  supplies  became 
vacant.  The  vacancy  was  awarded  to  J.  Wendling  without  bulletin- 
in",  as  required  by  rule  12,  clerks’  national  agreement.  M.  C.  De- 
Witt,  an  older  employee  in  the  service,  applied  for  the  position,  but 
was  not  assigned  to  same  until  November  8,  1920. 

The  employees  state  that  when  the  vacancy  in  the  position  of  price 
clerk  occurred  the  position  was  not  bulletined,  as  required  by  rule  12 
of  the  clerks’  national  agreement,  and  also  that  the  position  held  by 
Mr.  Wendling,  made  vacant  by  his  assignment  to  the  position  of 
price  clerk,  was  not  bulletined.  The  employees  contend  that  Mr. 
DeWitt  was  a senior  qualified  employee;  that  he  should  have  been 
granted  the  right  to  bid  on  the  position;  that  he  should  have  been 
assigned  thereto  from  the  date  it  became  vacant ; and  that  he  should 
be  reimbursed  for  the  difference  in  the  salary  of  the  position  he  held 
in  the  service  and  the  position  of  price  clerk  for  the  period  from 
October  20,  1920,  to  November  8,  1920. 

The  carrier  states  that  when  the  position  of  price  clerk  became 
vacant  Mr.  Wendling  was  temporarily  assigned  to  same,  and  that 
when  it  became  known  that  Mr.  DeWitt  was  the  senior  qualified 
employee,  he  was  appointed  to  the  position  in  question. 

It  is  admitted  by  the  carrier  that  the  position  of  price  clerk  was 
not  bulletined  in  accordance  with  rule  12  of  the  clerks’  national 
agreement  and  that  Mr.  DeWitt  had  the  seniority,  fitness,  and  ability 
to  have  qualified  for  that  position. 

Decision. — The  position  of  the  employee  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  245.— DOCKET  366. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  28,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System. 

Question. — Application  of  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2 to  salary 
of  W.  L.  Munn,  clerk. 

Statement.—^ . L.  Munn  entered  the  service  of  the  accounting 
department  of  the  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System  on  January  23, 
1920,  and  receiA^ed  an  increase  of  cents  per  hour  under  section  3, 
Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2,  which  section  establishes  the  rate  of 
increase  for  clerks  with  less  than  one  year’s  experience  in  railroad 
clerical  Avork  or  clerical  work  of  a similar  nature  in  another  industry. 

The  employees  claim  that  Mr.  Munn  Avas  entitled  to  an  increase  of 
13  cents  per  hour  under  section  2,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2,  on 
the  basis  that  he  had  had  approximately  30  months’  preydous  expe- 
rience in  clerical  work  of  similar  nature  to  that  required  in  railroad 
serAUce.  He  had  not  been  employed  by  a railroad  company  previous 
to  entering  the  service  of  the  El  Paso  & SouthAvestern  System. 

The  carrier  states  that  Mr.  Munn  AA^as  employed  for  special  work 
in  the  auditor’s  office,  and  that  he  had  not  had  any  experience  in 
work  similar  to  that  for  which  he  was  engaged,  and  contends  that  he 
Avas,  therefore,  properly  increased  under  section  3,  Article  II  of 
Decision  No,  2, 
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Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  Mr. 
Miinn  had  previous  experience  of  approximately  30  months’  dura- 
tion on  clerical  work  of  similar  nature  to  that  required  in  railroad 
service;  therefore,  he  is  entitled  to  an  increase  of  13  cents  per  hour 
under  section  2,  Aidicle  II  of  Decision  No.  2. 


DECISION  NO.  246.— DOCKET  367. 

Chicago,  III.,  Sepfembe?'  28,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Shall  the  position  held  by  Eli  Graham,  Los  Angeles, 
Calif.,  be  included  within  the  scope  of  the  national  agreement  of  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees,  as  defined  in  rule  1,  Article  1 
thereof,  and  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  said  agreement? 

Statement. — During  the  period  of  Mr.  Graham’s  service,  which 
terminated  on  August  21,  1920,  he  was  classified  and  paid  as  red  cap. 

The  employees  claim  that  the  classification  of  his  position  as  red 
cap  was  improper,  as  the  major  portion  of  the  work  performed  was 
work  generally  recognized  as  janitor’s  work.  They  contend,  there- 
fore, that  his  position  comes  within  the  scope  of  the  clerks’  national 
agreement  and  should  be  subject  to  the  provisions  thereof. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  employee  in  question  did  perform  some 
janitor’s  work,  but  that  the  amount  of  such  work  performed  during 
the  period  of  his  regular  assignment  as  red  cap  was  not  sufficient  to 
justify  classification  as  janitor.  The  employee  worked  an  assign- 
ment of  eight  hours  as  red  cap,  and  during  three  hours  of  this  period 
he  assisted  in  the  cleaning  work.  At  the  expiration  of  his  tour  of 
duty  as  red  cap  he  performed  janitor’s  work  for  a period  of  two 
hours,  for  which  he  was  paid  overtime  in  addition  to  his  monthly 
rate. 

The  carrier  contends  that  the  employee  did  not  devote  a major 
portion  of  his  time  to  j anitor’s  work  during  the  period  of  his  regular 
assignment;  that  he  was  properly  classified  as  red  cap;  and  was, 
therefore,  specifically  excepted  from  the  provisions  of  the  clerks’ 
national  agreement  by  paragraph  (g^).  Article  I,  rule  1,  of  said 
agreement. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  position  in  question 
is  properly  classified  as  red  cap,  and  therefore  does  not  come  within 
the  scope  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees  as  defined  in  Article  I thereof. 


DECISION  NO.  247.— DOCKET  493. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  28,  1921. 

American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — How  shall  the  increase  provided  in  section  1,  Article 
XI  of  Decision  No.  2,  be  applied  to  employees  now  being  paid  a 
monthly  rate? 
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Statement. — The  employees  of  tlie  carrier  in  question  nained  in 
section  1,  Article  XI  of  Decision  No.  2,  and  paid  on  a monthly  basis, 
have  received  an  increase  in  their  monthly  salary  equivalent  to  204 
times  the  increase  in  hourly  rates  specified  in  section  1,  Aidicle  XI 
of  Decision  No.  2. 

The  employees  state  that  train  dispatchers  of  the  earlier  in  ques- 
tion are  required  to  work  legal  holidays,  or  an  average  of  208§  hours 
per  month  rather  than  204  hours  per  month,  and  contend  that  the  in- 
crease specified  in  section  1,  Article  XI  of  Decision  No.  2,  should  lae 
applied  for  the  total  hours  constituting  their  regular  monthly  assign- 
ment. 

The  carrier  states  that  in  applying  the  increase  specified  in  section 
1,  Article  XI  of  Decision  No.  2,  there  was  added  204  times  the 
hourly  rate  specified  to  the  monthly  rate  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 3,  Article  XIII  of  Decision  No.  2. 

Decision, — Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2 prescribes  the 
manner  in  vrhich  the  increases  specified  in  Decision  No.  2 should 
be  applied  to  monthly-rated  employees  and  should  govern  in  this 
dispute. 


DECISION  NO.  248.— DOCKET  494. 

Chicago,  III.,  Beptemher  28,  1921. 

American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Wabash  Railway  Co. 

Question.— dispatcher  II.  G.  Mann  be  paid  for  time  lost 
account  of  sickness  from  February  3 to  June  6,  1920? 

Statement. — The  rule  in  effect  governing  pay  for  time  lost  by  dis- 
patchers on  account  of  sickness,  reads  as  follows : 

Chief,  assistant  chief,  regular  trick,  and  regular  relief  dispatchers  will  be 
extended  the  same  treatment  as  is  the  practice  on  each  road  to  accord  to 
other  division  officers  for  loss  of  time  on  account  of  sickness. 

The  employees  contend  that  it  has  been  the  practice  of  the  car- 
rier in  question  to  pay  division  officers  for  time  lost  account  sickness, 
and  therefore,  in  accordance  with  the  rule  above  quoted,  the  dis- 
patcher in  question  should  be  extended  the  same  treatment. 

The  carrier  contends  that  it  has  not  been  the  practice  to  pay 
division  officers  for  time  lost  account  sickness  when  it  was  necessary 
to  employ  some  one  in  their  places. 

Decision. — ^^The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  it  is 
not  the  general  practice  of  the  carrier  in  question  to  pay  division 
officers  for  time  lost  account  of  sickness  where  it  has  been  necessary  to 
employ  some  one  in  their  places;  but  that  it  is  the  practice  of  the 
carrier  to  give  consideration  to  the  circumstances  in  each  case,  and 
if  such  circumstances  warrant,  the  officer  is  paid  for  the  period  of 
his  absence.  Inasmuch  as  the  dispatcher  involved  in  this  dispute 
has  been  accorded  the  same  treatment  as  it  is  the  practice  to  accord 
other  division  officers  of  the  carrier  in  question  for  loss  of  time  on 
account  sickness,  the  claim  of  the  employee  is  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  249.— DOCKET  316. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  29',  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Should  section  (?^?),  Article  V,  of  the  national  agree- 
ment of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees 
and  Railway  Shop  Laborers,  apply  to -certain  mechanics  and  helpers 
in  the  bridge  and  building  departments  who  are  required  to  work, 
wait,  or  travel,  as  regulated  by  train  service? 

Statement  of  facts. — The  employees  in  question  are  being  paid  in 
accordance  with  section  (1),  Article  V.  of  the  national  agreement 
covering  maintenance  of  way  employees,  and  have  their  headquarters 
at  the  station  where  they  reside  in  some  cases;  in  other  cases,  their 
headquarters  are  the  living-car  outfits  in  which  are  quartered  the 
gangs  to  which  they  are  assigned  and  with  which  they  work,  except 
when  detailed  to  perform  intermittent  service  requiring  them  to 
work,  wait,  or  travel,  as  regulated  by  train  service  and  the  character 
of  their  work,  and  where  hours  can  not  be  definitely  regulated. 

Section  (i) , Article  V,  of  the  national  agreement,  reads : 

Employees  temporarily  or  permanently  assigned  to  duties  requiring  variable 
hours,  working  on  or  traveling  over  an  assigned  territory  and  away  from  and 
out  of  reach  of  their  regular  boarding  and  lodging  places  or  outfit  cars,  will 
provide  board  and  lodging  at  their  own  expense,  and  will  be  allowed  time  at  the 
rate  of  ten  (10)  hours  per  day  at  pro  rata  rates  and  in  addition  pay  for  actual 
time  worked  in  excess  of  eight  (8)  hours  on  the  bases  provided  in  these  rules, 
excluding  time  traveling  or  waiting.  When  working  at  points  accessible  to  regu- 
lar boarding  and  lodging  places  or  outfit  cars,  the  provisions  of  this  rule  will 
not  apply. 

Section  (m).  Article  V,  of  the  national  agreement,  reads: 

Employees  not  in  outfit  cars  will  be  allowed  straight  time  for  actual  time 
traveling  by  train,  by  direction  of  the  management,  during  or  outside  of  regular 
work  period  or  during  overtime  hours,  either  on  or  off  assigned  territory,  except 
as  otherwise  provided  for  in  these  rules.  Employees  will  not  be  allowed  time 
while  traveling,  in  the  exercise  of  seniority  rights  or  between  their  homes  and 
designated  assembling  points  or  for  other  personal  reasons. 

Employees'  position. — The  position  of  the  employees  is  quoted  as 
follows : 

These  men  have  regular  headquarters  and  regular  starting  time,  and  work 
under  the  direction  of  the  management.  Ofttimes  they  leave  their  home  station 
at  an  hour  much  before  the  usual  time  for  starting  work,  7 a.  m.,  and  return  in 
the  evening  after  the  regular  quitting  time,  4 p.  m.  In  fact,  they  are  subject 
to  the  train  service  of  the  company  on  that  particular  day  on  which  they  are 
called  upon  to  work.  The  two  hours  which  they  are  allowed  is  given  to  pay 
for  meals  and  lodging  when  unable  to  return  to  their  homes  and  lodging  places  at 
night.  We  contend  that  these  men  should  be  ruled  by  section  (m  ) of  Article  V, 
and  be  paid  for  straight  time  while  traveling  and  waiting. 

Carriers  position. — The  position  of  the  management  is  summarized 
by  the  Board  as  follows : 

The  management  contends  that  section  (i),  Article  Y,  of  the  na- 
tional agreement  applies  to  such  men  as  bridge  inspectors,  either 
temporarily  or  permanently  assigned;  to  painters  and  glaziers  who 
have  to  do  little  jobs  of  glazing  at  distant  points  or  who  over  the 
road  painting  signals;  to  bridge  and  building  mechanics  who  go  over 
the  road  either  alone  or  with  a helper  doing  small  jobs  of  repair  or 
adjustment  ordinarily  requiring  somewhat  less  than  eight  hours’ 
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actual  work  at  any  one  point  remote  from  the  home  station  or  head- 
quarters; and  to  Avater  supplymen  assigned  to  look  after  the  repairs 
and  adjustments  of  water  stations  in  assigned  territory. 

Decision. — From  the  evidence  submitted  the  Labor  Board  decides 
that  the  employees  in  question  are  properly  compensated  in  accord- 
ance with  section  (^)  of  the  national  agreement. 

This  decision  shall  not  be  construed  as  changing  practices  which 
provide  a more  favorable  payment  for  such  service,  nor  as  conflict- 
ing with  agreement  that  may  have  been  reached  since  this  submission 
Avas  filed. 


DECISION  NO.  250.— DOCKET  326. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  29, 1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Raihvay  Shop 
Laborers  v,  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Shall  the  rate  of  coal-wharf  foreman  be  applied  to 
section  foreman  who  supervises  coal-chute  operations  on  his  section? 

Statement  of  facts. — The  section  foreman,  in  connection  AAuth  other 
duties,  is  required  to  supervise  coal-chute  operation  on  his  section. 
Section  (&),  Article  I of  Supplement  No.  8,  provided  a minimum 
rate  of  $105  per  month  for  coal- wharf  foremen,  and  section  (c)  of 
the  same  article  provided  a minimum  rate  of  $100  for  section  foremen, 
these  rates  being  in  effect  prior  to  the  application  of  Decision  No.  2^ 

Section  (/?),  Article  V of  the  national  agreement  governing  main- 
tenance of  way  employees,  reads : 

An  employee  working  on  more  than  one  class  of  work  on  any  day  will  be 
allowed  the  rate  applicable  to  the  character  of  work  preponderating  for  the 
day,  except  that  when  temporarily  assigned  by  the  proper  officer  to  lower-rated 
positions,  Avhen  snch  assignment  is  not  brought  about  by  a reduction  of  force 
or  request  or  fault  of  such  employee,  the  rate  of  pay  will  not  be  reduced. 

This  rule  not  to  permit  using  regularly  assigned  employees  of  a lower  rate 
of  pay,  for  less  than  half  of  a Avorkday  period,  to  avoid  payment  of  higher  rates. 

Emfloyees'^  position.-— Thoi  position  of  the  employees  is  quoted  as 
follows : 

Employees’  contention  is  that  the  foreman  above  referred  to  is  a composite 
worker,  and,  in  accordance  Avith  the  provisions  of  the  last  paragraph  of  section 
(p).  Article  V of  the  national  agreement  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Main- 
tenance of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers,  is  entitled  to  rate  of 
pay  applicable  to  coal-house  foremen. 

Carrier’s  position. — The  position  of  the  management  is  summarized 
as  follows:  The  carrier  takes  the  position  that  the  preponderating 
duties  required  of  the  position  are  those  of  section  foreman,  and  in 
accordance  Avith  the  proAusions  of  section  (^),  Article  V of  the  na- 
tional agreement  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way 
Employees  and  Eailway  Shop  Laborers,  quoted  aboA^e,  the  rate  ap- 
plicable to  section -foremen  is  the  correct  rate,  and  employee  is  not 
entitled  to  classification  and  compensation  as  coal-chute  foreman. 

Decision. — The  preponderating  work  of  the  foreman  in  question 
is  that  of  section  foreman,  and,  in  accordance  with  section  {p)  of 
Article  Y,  above  quoted,  should  be  classified  and  paid  as  such. 

The  employees’  contention  is,  therefore,  denied. 

This  decision  shall  not  be  construed  as  affecting  positions  in  which 
a more  favorable  method  of  payment  is  in  effect  for  such  service. 
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DECISION  NO.  251.— DOCKET  349. 

Chicago,  III.,  Septemher  29,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.  (West  of  Buffalo). 

Question. — Dispute  in  connection  with  bulletined  position  not 
awarded  to  employee  holding  seniority. 

Statement. — Bridge  foreman  C.  E.  Kissinger  was  injured  and  re- 
lieved from  service  May  26,  1920,  and  was  retired  on  pension  May  31, 
1920.  The  position  thus  made  vacant  was  filled  without  bulletining 
by  the  appointment  of  C.  S.  Kissinger,  son  of  the  former  foreman. 
AVhen  protest  was  made  because  of  the  failure  to  bulletin  the  vacancy 
and  because  of  the  appointment  of  C.  S.  Kissinger,  the  position  was 
bulletined.  The  bulletin  was  dated  July  3,  1920,  and  bids  were  re- 
ceived from  four  men,  including  C.  S.  Kis>singer,  who  was  perma- 
nently appointed  to  the  position. 

Sections  {a)  and  (e),  Article  III  of  the  national  agreement,  cov- 
ering maintenance  of  way  employees,  reads : 

(a)  Promotions  shall  be  based  on  ability,  merit,  and  seniority.  Ability  and 
merit  beijig  sufficient,  seniority  shall  prevail;  the  management  to  be  the  judge. 

(e)  Employees  accepting  promotion  and  failing  to  qualify  within  thirty  (30) 
days  may  return  to  their  former  positions. 

Employees^  position. — The  position  of  the  employees  is  summarized 
hy  the  Labor  Board  as  follows : 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  employees  that  the  carrier  has  violated 
the  meaning  and  intent  of  sections  {^a)  and  (e).  Article  III  of  the 
national  agreement,  in  appointing  C.  S.  Kissinger  to  the  position  of 
bridge  foreman,  in  view  of  there  being  other  men  in  the  gang  who 
held  seniority  rights  over  Kissinger  and  who,  it  is  also  claimed,  were 
qualified  to  fill  the  position.  The  employees  call  special  attention  to 
the  service  record  and  ability  of  A.  G.  Blanks,  former  bridge  me- 
chanic who,  it  is  contended,  should  have  been  assigned  to  the  position. 

Carriers  position. — The  carrier’s  position  is  summarized  by  the 
Board  as  follows : 

The  carrier  construes  section  («-) , Article  III  of  the  national  agree- 
ment, to  grant  the  carrier  the  privilege  of  selecting  employees  to  fill 
supervisory  positions  if  men  senior  in  the  service  are  not  qualified 
to  fill  such  positions.  In  the  particular  case  in  question  the  carrier 
contends  that  due  consideration  was  given  to  the  qualifications  of 
all  the  applicants,  and  that  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  were 
complied  with  in  selecting  C.  S.  Kissinger,  as  it  was  not  felt  that 
any  other  applicant  possessed  ability,  experience,  and  merit  sufficient 
to  qualify  as  satisfactory  bridge  foreman.  In  regard  to  A.  G.  Blanks, 
referred  to  by  the  employees,  the  carrier  claims  that  he  voluntarily 
resigned  from  the  bridge  gang  and  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
bridge  foreman  had  accepted  employment  as  section  foreman  on  an- 
other territory  and,  therefore,  surrendered  his  Seniority  rights  in 
the  bridge  gang,  which  eliminated  him  from  consideration  for  the 
position.  • 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  construes  section  {a)  of  Article  III 
of  the  national  agreement,  above  quoted,  to  establish  seniority  as  the 
first  consideration  in  selecting  the  successful  applicant  for  a bulle- 
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tilled  position,  l>ut  that  there  must  be  coupled  with  seniority  sufTicient 
fitness  and  ability  to  qualify  on  the  position  in  the  30  days’  trial  pro- 
vided in  section  (e)  of  Article  III. 

No  evidence  was  submitted  that  would  substantiate  the  claim  of 
the  employees  that  other  employees  senior  in  the  service  were  quali- 
fied to  fill  the  position  in  question,  nor  is  there  any  evidence  to  refute 
the  statement  of  the  carrier  that  A.  G.  Blanks  left  the  service  of  his 
own  accord  without  notifying  his  superiors,  by  which  action  he  auto- 
matically surrendered  his  seniority  rigdits  with  the  bridge  gang. 

The  Labor  Board,  therefore,  decides  upon  the  evidence  submitted 
and  upon  its  construction  of  sections  (a)  and  (e),  Article  III  of 
the  national  agreement  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of 
Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers,  that  C.  S.  Kissinger 
shall  not  be  displaced  from  the  position  of  bridge  foreman. 


DECISION  NO.  252.— DOCKET  356. 

Chicago,  III.,  Septemher  30,  1921. 

Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Rate  of  pay  applicable  to  automatic  signal  maintainers 
in  normal  traffic  zones  handling  wires  and  apparatus  carrying  less 
than  240  volts. 

Statement. — Joint  submission  was  made  to  the  Labor  Board  set- 
ting forth  the  question  in  controversy  and  the  contentions  of  the  re- 
spective parties,  and  was  supplemented  by  oral  evidence.  The  con- 
tentions have  specific  reference  to  the  provisions  of  Supplement  No. 
4 to  General  Order  No,  27  rendered  by  the  United  States  Railroad 
Administration,  the  decisions  of  the  Railroad  Administration,  and 
Decision  No.  2 of  the  Labor  Board,  that  portion  of  Supplement  No. 
4 in  question  being  quoted  below : 

Section  5,  Article  I,  describing  the  work  of  electrical  workers,  first 
class,  reads,  in  part: 

* * * signalmen  and  signal  maintainers  where  handling  wires  and  appa- 
ratus carrying  240  volts  or  over  or  in  dense  traffic  zones  * * *. 

Section  5-A,  Article  I,  same  supplement,  describing  the  Avork  of 
electrical  workers,  second  class,  reads  in  part: 

* * Signalmen  and  signal  maintainers,  where  handling  wires  and  appa- 
ratus carrying  less  than  240  volts  and  in  normal  traffic  zones  * * *. 

Supplement  No.  4,  from  Avliich  the  above  was  quoted,  provided  a 
rate  of  68  cents  per  hour  for  electrical  Avorkers,  first  class,  and  58 
cents  per  hour  for  electrical  workers,  second  class. 

The  evidence  submitted  indicates  that  the  employees  in  contro- 
versy were  employed  in  “ normal  traffic  zones  ” and  handling  wires 
and  apparatus  carrying  less  than  240  volts,”  and  were  allowed  the 
rate  of  58  cents  per  hour  in  accordance  Avith  the  proA/fisions  of  Sup- 
plement No.  4 to  General  Order  No.  27,  previously  referred  to. 

Subsequent  to  4he  issuance  of  Supplement  No.  4,  Interpretation 
No.  2 thereto  Avas  issued,  which  proAuded  that  employees  perform- 
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ing  work  defined  as  that  of  machinists,  boilermakers,  blacksmiths, 
pipe  fitters,  electricians,  etc.,  should  be  classified  and  paid  as  follows : 

The  classification  of  a composite  mechanic  shall  be  based  upon  the  pre- 
ponderating class  of  work  performed,  and  the  rate  of  pay  shall  not  be  less  than 
the  minimum  hourly  rate  of  highest  rated  craft  represented  in  the  crafts  of 
which  he  is  the  composite. 

The  evidence  indicates  that  during  the  period  of  Federal  control 
the  representatives  of  the  employees  claimed  that  certain  employees 
classified  and  paid  as  electrical  workers,  second  class,  were  perform- 
ing the  work  of  a composite  mechanic,  and  upon  failure  of  the  car- 
rier to  agree  the  matter  was  submitted  to  the  Kailroad  Administra- 
tion for  decision,  which  resulted  in  the  employees’  position  being 
sustained. 

The  decision  of  the  Railroad  Administration  follows. 

The  employees  in  question  are  properly  classified  as  signal  maintainers ; they 
perform  the  duties  of  first-class  electricians  and  composite  mechanics,  and 
shall  be  rated  and  paid  in  accordance  with  Interpretation  No.  2 to  Supplement 
No.  4 to  General  Order  No.  27  from  the  effective  date  of  said  supplement. 

The  carrier  took  exception  to  the  above  decision,  it  being  alleged 
that  it  was  contrary  to  previous  decisions  rendered,  and  again 
brought  the  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Railroad  Administration, 
which  ruled  that  the  previous  decision  “ was  final  and  applicable  to 
the  termination  of  Federal  control.”  The  positions  involved  were 
therefore  classified  as  signalmen  and  paid  as  electrical  workers,  first 
class.  This  decision  was  applied  up  to  and  including  February  29, 
1920,  the  date  of  the  termination  of  Federal  control,  after  which  time 
the  employees  in  normal  traffic  zones  handling  wires  and  apparatus 
carrying  less  than  240  volts  were  again  classified  and  paid  as  elec- 
trical workers,  second  class,  as  per  section  5-A,  Article  I,  Supple- 
ment No.  4 to  General  Order  No.  27.  The  carrier  contended  that 
the  decision  of  the  administration  was  made  under  the  misapprehen- 
sion of  the  facts  in  the  case  and  of  the  work  required  of  these  em- 
ployees and,  therefore,  declined  to  continue  to  pay  the  higher  rate. 

Section  312,  Title  III  of  Transportation  Act,  1920,  reads,  in  part : 

Prior  to  September  1,  1920,  each  carrier  shall  pay  to  each  employee  or  sub- 
ordinate officials  thereof  wages  or  salary  at  a rate  not  less  than  that  fixed  by 
the  decision  of  any  agency,  or  railway  board  of  adjustment  in  connection  there- 
with, established  for  executing  the  powers  granted  the  President  under  the 
Federal  Control  Act,  in  effect  in  respect  to  such  employee  or  subordinate  official 
immediately  preceding  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920. 

Decision  No.  2 rendered  by  the  Labor  Board  provides  that  the 
increases  specified  therein  shall  be  added  “ to  the  rates  established  by 
or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administra- 
tion.” 

Decision.— the  question  of  what  rate  is  properly  applicable 
to  the  positions  in  controversy  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
Decision  No.  2 rendered  by  this  Board,  it  is  decided  that  the  rate  of 
pay  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Rail- 
road Administration  was  that  decided  by  the  decisions  referred  to 
in  the  above  statement. 

The  Labor  Board  therefore  decides  that  the  increase  provided  in 
Decision  No.  2 shall  be  applied  to  the  rates  established  by  said  de- 
cisions of  the  Railroad  Administration  and  back  pay  allowed  ac- 
cordingly. 
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DECISION  NO.  253.— DOCKET  357. 

Chicago,  III.,  Sepicmher  30,  1021. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shcp 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana. 

Question. — This  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  reinstatement  of  E.  H. 
Howard,  formerly  employed  as  section  foreman  on  the  Southern 
Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana,  but  who  was  dismissed  from 
the  service  on  March  9,  1920,  for  alleged  insubordination  to  the 
superintendent  under  whose  jurisdiction  he  was  employed  and  for 
leaving  his  gang  to  visit  with  neighboring  foremen. 

Statement. — The  positions  of  the  respective  parties  were  filed  with 
the  Labor  Board  in  writing,  and  oral  hearing  conducted  in  connec- 
tion with  the  case. 

Decision. — The  claim  for  reinstatement  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  254.— DOCKET  362. 

Chicago,  III.,  Septemher  30,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — This  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  reinstatement  of  J ames 
Foley,  former  section  foreman  of  the  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & 
Western  Railroad  Co.  at  Cresco,  Pa.,  who  was  dismissed  from  the 
service  of  the  carrier  for  alleged  incompetency  and  general  unsatis- 
factory service. 

The  positions  of  the  respective  parties  to  this  dispute  were  filed 
with  the  Labor  Board,  and  oral  hearing  was  conducted  in  connection 
therewith ; upon  this  evidence  the  Board  renders  its  decision. 
Decision. — Claim  for  reinstatement  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO,  255.— DOCKET  370. 

Chicago,  III.,  Septemher  30,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Proper  classification  of  and  compensation  for  C.  A. 
(iassman,  employed  as  pumper  at  Piedmont,  Mo. 

Statement, — The  facts  in  the  case  and  the  contentions  of  the  re- 
spective parties  have  been  summarized  by  the  Labor  Board  as  follows : 
C.  A.  Gassman  is  employed  as  pumper  at  Piedmont,  Mo.,  and  paid 
a monthly  salary  under  paragraph  i^a  12),  Article  V,  of  the  main- 
tenance of  way  national  agreement,  to  cover  all  services  rendered. 
His  monthly  salary  is  based  on  10  hours  per  day.  The  evidence 
indicates  that  in  addition  to  looking  after  the  pumping  machinery, 
the  duties  of  the  employee  in  question  consist  of  work  in  connection 
with  v\^ater-treating  plant,  such  as  mixing  chemicals,  testing  and 
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treating  raw  water,  furnishing  chemists  with  samples  of  both  raw 
and  treated  water  periodically,  keeping  record  of  all  chemicals  used, 
and  making  reports  regarding  the  activities  of  such  plant.  Employee 
in  question  performs  the  boiler  washing,  cleans  out  treating  tanks, 
and  performs  other  related  services  in  and  around  the  pumping 
station.  Time  actually  engaged  in  work  is  from  6 to  8 hours  per 
day,  according  to  the  statement  of  the  carrier.  There  are  two  shifts 
employed  at  this  point,  C.  A.  Gassman,  the  employee  in  question, 
being  assigned  to  the  day  shift. 

Section  (a  12),  Article  V,  of  the  national  agreement  covering  main- 
tenance of  way  employees,  provides  for  the  establishment  of  a 
monthly  rate  to  cover  all  positions  not  requiring  continuous  manual 
labor,  wherein  is  mentioned  position  of  pumper.  The  last  paragraph 
of  section  {a  12)  reads  as  follows: 

Exceptions  to  tiie  foregoing  paragraph  shall  be  made  for  individual  positions 
at  busy  crossings  or  other  places  requiring  continuous  alertness  and  applica- 
tion, when  agreed  to  between  the  management  and  a committee  of  employees. 
For  such  excepted  positions  the  foregoing  paragraph  shall  not  apply. 

Employees^  position. — It  is  the  contention  of  the  employees  that 
C.  A.  Gassman  is,  in  addition  to  his  duties  as  pumper,  held  respon- 
sible for  the  proper  mixing  of  chemicals  and  the  treating  of  the 
Avater  that  is  pumped  by  the  night  pumper;  that  he  leaves  written 
instructions  to  the  night  pumper  as  to  how  water  shall  be  treated 
during  the  night,  and  that  as  a whole  he  is  held  responsible  for  the 
work  in  general.  It  is  the  employees’  further  contention  that  the 
last  paragraph  of  section  {a  12),  Article  V,  of  the  national  agree- 
ment, was  inserted  in  that  agreement  to  take  care  of  a situation  such 
as  the  one  in  question,  in  that  the  position  being  filled  by  C.  A.  Gass- 
man requires  continuous  alertness  and  application. 

It  is  also  contended  that  said  C.  A.  Gassman  is  improperly  classi- 
fied and  underpaid  and  should  be  classified  in  supervisory  capacity 
and  paid  a salary  based  on  a 26-day  month,  8 hours  per  day,  with 
time  and  one-half  for  all  work  performed  after  8 hours  and  pro  rata 
for  Sundays  and  holidays,  in  addition  to  his  regular  monthly  sal- 
ary ; also  3 hours  for  each  time  he  is  called  outside  his  regular  work- 
ing hours  for  the  first  2 hours  work  or  less,  and  time  and  one-half 
each  hour  thereafter  for  each  tour  of  duty,  as  per  section  {a  0), 
Article  V of  the  national  agreement. 

The  employees  take  exception  to  the  position  of  the  carrier,  wherein 
it  is  claimed  that  reclassification  of  Mr.  Gassman  would  practically 
eliminate  every  pumper  on  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad,  stating  that 
there  were  but  three  treating  plants  on  the  Missouri  Division,  and 
that  there  were  many  pumping  stations  at  outlying  points  that  re- 
quire no  treatment  of  the  water  used. 

Carrier’s  position. — The  carrier  contends  that  the  duties  of  Mr. 
Gassman  are  similar  to  the  majority  of  pumpers  on  the  Missouri 
Pacific  Railroad  and  that  if  he  was  removed  from  the  provisions  of 
section  (<2  12),  Article  V,  it  would  practically  eliminate  every 
pumper  on  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad ; that  the  positions  of  pump- 
ers are  usually  held  by  men  who  have  been  long  in  the  service  of  the 
carrier  and  are  incapacitated  by  age  or  other  disability  from  per- 
forming other  than  light  Avork.  The  carrier  therefore  considers  that 
the  employee  in  question  is  being  properly  compensated  under  sec- 
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tion  i^a  12),  Article  V,  of  tlie  national  afi^reement  ^^overnin^  mainte- 
nance of  way  employees. 

Decision. — The  claim  for  reclassification  and  ratin<^  of  the  ])osi- 
tion  in  question  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO,  256.— DOCKET  390. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  SO,  1921. 

International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineers  v.  Missouri  Pacific 

Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Proper  rate  of  pay  for  stationary  engineers  in  the 
roundhouses  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  at  St.  Louis,  Mo., 
paid  on  a monthly  basis. 

Statement. — Certain  stationary  engineers  in  the  employ  of  the 
Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  are  paid  a monthly  salary  and  do  not 
receive  extra  allowance  for  Sunday  and  holiday  work,  which  is  con- 
sidered a part  of  their  regular  assignment.  These  positions  were 
increased  under  the  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2 by  adding  204  times 
the  hourly  increase  to  the  monthly  salary  established  by  the  United 
States  Railroad  Administration. 

The  employees  claim  that  the  monthly  salary  should  cover  306 
days  per  year,  and  that  overtime  should  be  allowed  for  all  service 
performed  on  Sundays  and  holidays. 

Decision. — Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2 sets  forth  the 
position  of  the  Labor  Board  in  regard  to  the  application  of  Decision 
No,  2 to  monthly-rated  employees,  which  interpretation  shall  govern 
in  this  dispute. 


DECISION  NO.  257.— DOCKET  422. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  SO,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  8c  St.  Louis  Railway  Co 

Question.— J.U  regard  to  reinstatement  of  R.  M.  Cady,  former 
bridge  and  building  foreman,  and  pay  for  time  lost  by  that  employee 
and  other  members  of  his  gang  Avho  were  out  of  the  service  of  the 
carrier  from  April  13,  1920,  to  Slay  25,  1920,  inclusive. 

Statement. — The  Labor  Board  has  summarized  the  facts  in  the 
case  as  follows: 

The  evidence  indicates  that  in  the  latter  part  of  March,  1920,  the 
Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railway  Co.  negotiated 
with  a local  contractor  for  the  installation  of  some  shelving,  parti- 
tions, etc.,  in  the  basement  of  an  office  building  of  the  earner  in 
the  city  of  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  such  contract  being  drawn  and  exe- 
cuted under  date  of  March  29,  1920.  This  contract  stipulated  that 
the  material  was  to  be  furnished  by  said  contractor  at  a certain 
amount,  and  that  the  labor  of  installing  was  to  be  furnished  at  a 
certain  other  separate  amount.  It  appears  that  at  the  time  this  con- 
tract was  made  and  for  some  time  prior  thereto,  there  had  been 
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declared  a so-called  vacation  on  the  part  of  the  carpenter'?  of  the 
city  of  Cincinnati — not  including  carpenters  working  for  railroads — 
which  was  in  elfect  a carpenters’  strike.  On  account  of  this  situa- 
tion there  was  incorporated  in  the  contract  above  referred  to  a 
proposition  stipulating  that  in  the  event  the  so-called  vacation  had 
not  terminated  in  sufficient  time  for  said  contractor  to  perform  the 
work,  that  the  carrier  would  furnish  the  necessary  labor  and  the 
contractor  would  furnish  the  necessary  supervisor,  the  railway  com- 
pany to  pay  actual  cost  of  such  supervision. 

It  further  appears  that  when  the  contractor  was  ready  with  the 
material,  the  trouble  involving  the  carpenters  in  the  city  of  Cin- 
cinnati had  not  been  settled  and  it  was  arranged  by  the  carrier  that 
its  own  employees  would  perform  the  work  under  the  supervision 
of  the  contractor.  Certain  lailroad  employees  were  detailed  to  per- 
form this  work,  and  upon  reaching  the  place  of  work  learned  that 
the  supervisor  of  the  contractor  was  to  superintend  it,  whereupon 
they  refused  to  perform  work  under  those  conditions. 

In  view  of  this  situation,  it  appears  that  the  carrier  excused  the 
contractor  entirely  from  further  connection  with  the  work  and  so 
advised  the  employees.  The  employees  were  also  advised  through 
their  foreman,  Mr.  Cady,  that  the  material  should  be  applied  by 
the  carrier’s  forces  under  raihvay  supervision.  However,  it  appears 
that  the  work  was  not  done  and  the  matter  was  brought  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  carrier  and  the  employees  were  again  requested  to  per- 
form the  w^ork  which  they  still  declined  to  do.  The  employees  in 
question  stopped  work  at  noon,  April  13,  19*20. 

On  April  15  conference  was  held  between  the  genei^al  chairman, 
representing  the  employees,  and  a representative  of  the  carrier,  at 
which  time  the  general  chairman  advised  the  carrier  that  it  had 
been  represented  to  him  that  the  men  had  been  discharged  by  Fore- 
man Cady,  whereupon  he  was  infonned  by  the  carrier  that  Mr.  Cady 
had  not  been  instructed  to  discharge  the  men.  Tlie  carrier  was 
requested  to  permit  the  men  to  resume  work  without  being  required 
to  perform  the  work  to  wdiich  they  had  objected,  which  request  was 
denied. 

Numerous  letters  were  exchanged  bet^veen  the  carrier  and  the  rep- 
i*esentative  of  the  employees  and  on  May  19,  1920,  the  employees 
were  advised  tliat  they  would  be  permitted  to  resume  work  in  their 
old  positions  witli  seniority  as  of  April  13,  1920,  providing  that  the 
carrier  was  notiffed  of  their  wish  to  do  so  not  later  than  May  25, 
1920,  after  which  time  they  could  not  expect  to  resume  service  wdth 
the  company  except  as  new  employees.  It  appears  that  the  men,  ex- 
cept Foreman  Cady,  gave  proper  notice  that  they  would  resume  work 
and  did  resume  work  on  May  25,  1920. 

The  agreed  statement  of  facts  indicates  that  Foreman  Cady  termi- 
nated his  service  with  the  carrier  by  quitting  and  leaving  his  posi- 
tion of  foreman  on  April  13,  1920,  since  which  time  he  has  not,  on 
his  own  part,  requested  reinstatement  or  reemployment,  or  signified 
to  any  official  of  the  carrier  that  anyone  else  was  authorized  to  do  so 
in  his  behalf. 

Employees^  position, — The  employees’  position  has  been  summar- 
ized by  the  Labor  Board  as  follows: 

It  is  the  position  of  the  employees  that  wLen  instructed  by  the  car- 
rier to  perform  the  work  in  question  that  they  were  not  aware  of 
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the  fact  that  the  vv^ork  was  in  a contractor’s  hands  and  felt  that  tliey 
were  justified  in  refusing  to  perform  same  when  they  discovered 
that  the  men  whose  places  they  were  sent  to  fill  were  on  a strike. 
The  employees  contend  that  when  Foreman  Cady  was  told  by  his 
men  that  they  absolutely  refused  to  perform  the  work  he  conveyed 
this  message  to  C.  A.  Faquette,  chief  engineer,  who,  it  is  claimed, 
instructed  Mr.  Cady  to  discharge  the  entire  gang  and  that  Mr. 
Cady  informed  Mr.  Paquette  that  it  would  also  include  himself  be- 
cause he  agreed  with  the  men  in  the  course  they  had  taken. 

The  employees  further  contend  that  if  the  carrier  had  explained 
its  position  in  this  matter  and  shown  the  contract  to  Foreman  Cady 
and  his  gang  before  entering  into  the  work  the  men  would  have  done 
the  work  without  any  trouble,  and  therefore  claim  that  the  carrier  is 
responsible  for  the  stoppage  of  this  work  and  that  the  men  in  ques- 
tion are  entitled  to  pay  for  time  lost  and  that  Foreman  Cady  should 
be  reinstated  to  his  position  with  pay  for  time  lost. 

(.^arrier^s  position. — The  carrier’s  position  has  been  summarized  as 
follows : 

The  (iarrier  contends  that  it  is  clearly  established  that  the  wmrk  in 
question  was  work  that  the  employees  should  have  performed ; that 
the  company  explained  the  facts  to  Foreman  Cady  over  and  over 
again;  that  he  assured  the  officials  that  the  men  understood  them; 
and,  further,  that  it  was  certainly  as  much  the  duty  of  the  emploj^ees 
to  determine  the  facts  on  their  own  account  before  refusing  to  work 
as  it  was  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  acquaint  the  employees  with  such 
facts.  That  the  refusal  of  the  men  to  obey  instructions  to  perform 
certain  proper  work,  as  in  this  instance,  constitutes  a clear  case  of 
insubordination  for  which  they  v/ould  have  been  properly  subject 
to  discharge  at  the  option  of  the  carrier;  and  whether  they  were 
discharged  by  Foreman  Cady,  as  he  and  they  allege,  or  was  a case 
of  mutual  agreement  and  understanding  between  the  foreman  and 
the  men  that  they  would  all  quit  rather  than  do  the  work,  is  of  no 
consequence. 

The  carrier  denies  that  C.  A.  Paquette,  chief  engineer  of  that  com- 
pany, ordered  Foreman  Cady  to  discharge  these  men,  but  rather 
that  upon  Mr.  Cady’s  departure  from  Mr.  Baldwin’s  office  on  April 
12,  1920,  on  which  date  it  is  alleged  the  foreman  was  ordered  to  dis- 
charge the  men,  said  Foreman  Cady  stated  he  would  go  over  the 
matter  with  the  employees  again,  but  that  he  expected  they  would 
quit  work,  and  that  if  they  did  he  would  quit  with  them,  and  claims 
that  upon  the  termination  of  the  service  by  Foreman  Cady  and  the 
m.embers  of  his  gang  on  April  18,  1920,  at  noon,  said  foreman  failed 
to  make  any  report  or  to  turn  in  the  men’s  time  as  required  in  case 
of  dismissal,  although  he  did  inform  the  supervisor  who  came  to 
visit  the  gang  in  the  usual  course  of  his  supervisory  duty  on  the  13th 
that  the  men  had  all  quit  and  that  he  had  quit ; and  then,  upon  the 
supervisor’s  request,  he  turned  m his  book  of  rules,  switch  key,  etc. 

The  carrier  also  contends  that  there  is  not  the  slightest  obligation 
upon  it  to  reimburse  the  workmen  of  the  gang  in  question  for  time 
lost  from  the  carrier’s  service  from  April  13  to  May  25,  1920,  and, 
further,  that  Foreman  Cady  certainly  was  not  discharged  but,  on 
the  other  hand,  quit  the  service  of  his  own  accord,  and  that  there 
is  therefore  no  obligation  whatever  upon  it  to  grant  his  reinstatement. 
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Decisi(m. — The  Labor  Board  decides,  upon  the  evidence  submitted, 
that  the  men  in  question,  including  Foreman  R.  M.  Cady,  quit  the 
service  of  the  carrier  on  April  13  of  their  own  accord,  and  therefore 
denies  payment  for  time  lost  between  April  13  and  May  25,  1920. 

In  regard  to  request  for  reinstatement  of  Foreman  R.  M.  Cady, 
the  Board  takes  cognizance  of  statement  embodied  in  the  agreed 
statement  of  facts,  that  said  Foreman  Cady  has  not  on  his  own  part 
requested  reinstatement  or  reemployment  or  signified  to  any  official 
of  the  carrier  that  anyone  else  was  authorized  to  do  so  in  his  behalf, 
and  therefore  decides,  in  view  of  this  fact,  that  the  carrier  is  justified 
in  the  position  it  has  taken  regarding  his  reinstatement. 


DECISION  NO,  258.— DOCKET  423. 

Chicago,  III,  September  30,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Detroit  & Mackinac  Railway  Co. 

Question. — The  dispute  in  this  case  is  in  regard  to  the  dismissal 
of  Alexander  Skiba,  formerly  employed  as  section  foreman  at  Alpena 
yard  of  the  Detroit  & Mackinac  Railway. 

^Statement. — Evidence  submitted  indicates  that  Mr.  Skiba  was  dis- 
charged on  August  19,  1920,  for  alleged  general  unsatisfactory  serv- 
ice and  for  leaving  his  section  crew  on  August  14  during  working 
hours,  devoting  himself  to  writing  and  forwarding  notices  to  vari- 
ous section  foremen,  instructing  them  .to  change  the  rate  of  pay  as 
shown  in  their  time  Ipoks. 

Decision.— AltQY  analyzing  the  positions  of  the  respective  parties 
to  this  dispute,  the  Labor  Board  decides  to  sustain  the  discipline 
administered  by  the  carrier  and,  therefore,  denies  the  employee’s 
request  for  reinstatement. 


DECISION  NO.  259.— DOCKET  449. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  30,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Illinois  Terminal  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — The  issue  presented  in  this  case  is  whether  the  defend- 
ant carrier  should  meet  in  conference  and  negotiate  or  endeavor  to 
negotiate  an  agreement  as  to  rules  and  working  conditions  with  the 
representative  of  the  System  Federation  of  Short  Lines  at  St.  Louis, 
East  St.  Louis,  and  Alton,  affiliated  with  the  Railway  Employees’ 
Department,  American  Federation  of  Labor. 

Statement. — Evidence  shows  that  D.  Thompson  of  the  above- 
named  system  or  organization  has  been  selected  by  a majority  of  the 
employees  of  the  above-named  carrier  in  the  several  classes  known 
as  machinists,  boiler  makers,  blacksmiths,  sheet-metal  workers,  car- 
men, and  their  helpers  and  apprentices,  to  represent  each  of  said 
classes  in  such  negotiations,  his  authority  not  having  been  ques- 
tioned. 

Decision.--^\i^  Board  decides  that  the  defendant  carrier  should 
select  its  representative  or  representatives  to  meet,  confer,  and  ne- 
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gotiiite  with  such  representative  of  the  employees,  and  that  confer- 
ence should  be  held  as  early  as  practicable  and  not  later  than  15 
days  after  date  of  this  decision. 


DECISION  NO.  260.— DOCKET  137. 

Chicago,  III.,  September  30,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question.— ShM  the  rate  of  water-service  helpers  be  applied  to 
Lee  Ferner,  section  laborer,  for  work  performed  incident  to  laying 
water  and  sewer  pipes  at  Floxie,  Ark,  I 

Statement. — This  dispute  was  originally  filed  with  the  Labor 
Board  on  November  26,  1920.  Oral  hearing  was  conducted  on  Jan- 
uary 31,  1921,  at  which  time  it  developed  that  conferences  had  not 
been  held  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Transportation 
Act,  1920.  The  case  was  therefore  remanded  to  the  parties  for  fur- 
ther handling  and  was  considered  closed.  On  July  20,  1921,  a joint 
submission  was  filed  in  connection  with  this  matter,  indicating  that 
conference  had  been  held,  but  that  no  agreement  could  be  reached. 

The  Board  has  summarized  the  facts  in  the  case  as  follows: 

On  or  about  March  19,  1920,  a force  of  employees  was  engaged  in 
installing  new  pipe  lines  in  connection  with  new  water-tank  stand- 
pipe, cinder  pit,  and  drains  to  sump  at  Hoxie.  It  is  indicated  that 
several  section  laborers,  including  Lee  Ferner,  the  complainant,  were 
assigned  to  certain  duties  in  connection  with  this  work,  such  as 
digging  trenches  for  laying  water  pipe,  sewer  pipe,  and  drain  pipe, 
assisting  in  the  handling  of  material  to  the  trenches  and  lowering  of 
pipe  into  the  trenches ; also  assisting  in  the  raising  of  pipes  so  they 
could  be  adjusted  to  the  joints  in  the  trenches  and  backfilling  after 
pipe  was  laid. 

Employees^  position.— ThQ  employees’  position  has  been  sum- 
marized as  follows: 

The  employees  contend  that  the  work  in  question  is  that  of  water- 
service  helper;  that  in  the  performance  of  the  work  in  question  tiie 
men  were  subjected  to  conditions  not  connected  with  the  regular 
duties  of  section  laborer,  and  that  the  complainant  is  therefore 
entitled  to  the  helpers’  rate  of  pay  for  the  time  so  engaged;  and 
protest  against  the  using  of  section  laborei^  to  perform  work  in 
other  departments  at  the  same  rate  of  pay  as  that  paid  to  section 
laborers  while  doing  regular  track  work. 

position.— carrier’s  position  is  summarized  as  fol- 
lows : 

The  carrier  contends  that  the  gang  of  section  laborers,  of  which 
the  complainant  was  one,  was  not  working  in  the  capacity  of  water- 
service  helpers,  nor  were  they  considered  employees  of  the  water- 
sermce  department,  as  work  of  this  description  is  handled  by  regular 
section  forces  when  available,  and  when  not  available  outside  labor- 
ers are  employed.  The  carrier  further  contends  that  the  work  of 
the  employees  in  question  can  not  be  termed  work  of  a mechanic’s 
helper. 
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Decision, — The  Labor  Board  decides  upon  the  evidence  submitted 
that  the  carrier  was  within  its  rights  in  assigning  Lee  Ferner  to 
assist  in  the  performance  of  the  work  in  question  Avithout  changing 
the  classification  and  rating. 

This  decision,  however,  should  not  be  construed  as  lending  its 
approval  to  the  assignment  of  laborers  at  laborers’  rate  to  perform 
work  recognized  as  that  of  mechanics’  helpers. 


DECISION  NO.  261.— DOCKET  387. 

Chicago,  III.,  Ootoher  1,  19H1. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana. 

Question.. — The  dispute  submitted  has  reference  to  E.  A.  Mallick, 
formerly  employed  as  foreman  of  bridge  and  building  gang,  Avho  Avas 
relieA^ed  from  that  position  October  18,  1920,  account  of  alleged  un- 
satisfactory service. 

Statement. — Written  submissions  Avere  filed  b}"  the  respectiA^e  par- 
ties to  the  dispute  and  oral  hearing  conducted  in  connection  there- 
with. 

The  eAudence  submitted  does  not  indicate  that  Mr.  Mallick  Avas 
discharged,  but  rather  that  he  was  relieved  from  the  position  of 
bridge  and  building  gang  foreman  and  extended  an  opportunity  to 
report  for  duty  in  another  capacity,  which  he  failed  to  accept. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  upon  the  eAudence  submitted 
that  the  carrier  was  justified  in  the  action  taken,  and  therefore  denies 
reinstatement  of  E.  A.  Mallick  to  the  position  of  foreman  of  bridge 
and  building  gang. 


DECISION  NO.  262.— DOCKET  504. 


Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System  (Eastern  Region). 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  T.  Elkenbrod,  who  was 
dismissed  from  service  June  5,  1920. 

Decision, — Request  of  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  263.— DOCKET  517. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  Stella  Smith,  who  was 
dismissed  from  the  serAuce  September  15,  1920. 

Decision. — Request  of  employees  is  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  264.— DOCKET  530. 

CJiicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System  (Eastern  Region). 

Question. — Claim  for  pay  for  time  lost  by  Frank  C.  Burgess  cover- 
ing period  under  suspension  from  April  13  to  April  17,  1920. 
Decision. — Claim  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  265.— DOCKET  531. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System  (Eastern  Region). 

Question. — Claim  for  pay  for  time  lost  by  Samuel  Kornenarsky 
from  April  14  to  April  17,  1920,  while  under  suspension. 

Decision. — Claim  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  266.— DOCKET  532. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921.' 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
- and  Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System  -(Eastern  Region). 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  Morris  Kr insky,  yard 
clerk,  vvdio  was  dismissed  from  the  service  June  27,  1920. 

Decision. — Request  of  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  267.— DOCKET  217. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Claim  for  pay  under  overtime-and-cail  rule,  in  addi- 
tion to  compensation  for  regular  assignment,  for  operator  required 
to  perform  service  outside  of  regular  assigned  hours. 

Statement. — On  July  18,  1920,  the  second-trick  operator  at  Delta, 
Utah,  assigned  to  duty  from  4 p.  m.  to  12  midnight,  became  sick,  and 
the  first-trick  operator,  whose  assignment  was  from  8 a.  m.  to  4 
p.  m.,  was  assigned  to  duty  from  8 a.  m.  to  8 p.  m.,  and  the  third- 
trick  operator  from  8 p.  m.  to  8 a.  m.  This  arrangement  continued 
for  three  days,  and  the  carrier,  being  unable  to  fill  the  position 
vacated  by  the  second-trick  operator,  notified  the  first  and  third 
trick  operators  that  commencing  July  21  the  assigned  hours  of  the 
first-trick  operator  would  be  from  3 p.  m.  to  midnight,  and  of  the 
third-trick  operator  from  midnight  to  9 a.  m.  This  arrangement 
continued  until  August  6,  and  during  the  period  from  Jul;/  21  to 
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August  6 the  first-trick  operator  was  paid  eight  hours  at  straight- 
time  rate  and  one  hour  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half. 

The  employees  claim  that  the  change  in  the  hours  of  the  first-trick 
operator  was  of  a temporary  nature,  due  to  an  emergency,  and  that 
this  is  substantiated  by  the  fact  that  the  first-trick  operator  assumed 
the  hours  of  his  regular  assignment  as  soon  as  another  operator 
could  be  secured;  and  contend  that  under  paragraph  (d),  Article 
III,  of  schedule  dated  March  1,  1920,  the  first-trick  operator  is  en- 
titled to  pay  for  his  regular  assignment  and  for  compensation  under 
the  overtime-and-call  rule  of  the  schedule  for  service  performed 
outside  of  his  regular  assignment. 

The  carrier  states  that  in  order  to  take  care  of  the  train  service 
at  this  station  it  was  necessary  to  have  telegraph  seiwice  between  S 
p.  m.  and  9 a.  m.  When  it  was  found  impossible  to  fill  the  position 
A^acated  by  the  second-trick  operator,  formal  notification  was  given 
the  telegraphers  of  newly  assigned  hours  effectiA^e  July  21.  The 
carrier  contends  that  this  change  Avas  not  made  to  absorb  overtime, 
and  that  no  evidence  has  been  submitted  to  substantiate  the  em- 
ployees’ claim  that  the  carrier  has  not  the  right  to  change  hours  of 
assignments. 

Paragraph  (d),  Article  III,  of  the  schedule  dated  March  1,  1920, 
reads  as  folloAvs : 

Employees  will  not  be  required  to  suspend  Avork  during  reg*ular  hours  or  to 
absorb  overtime. 

Decision. — The  claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  268.— DOCKET  345. 

• Chicago,  III.,  Octoher  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Are  employees  engaged  in  the  operation  of  multigraph 
machines  in  the  commissary  departments,  Lfos  Angeles  and  Oakland, 
Calif.,  entitled  to  an  increase  of  13  cents  per  hour  under  section  2, 
Article  II,  of  Decision  No.  2,  or  an  increase  of  10  cents  per  hour 
under  section  5,  Article  II,  of  Decision  No.  2? 

Statement. — There  are  employed  at  the  stations  above-mentioned 
m.ultigraph  operators  engaged  in  setting  up  dining-car  menu  specials 
on  multigraph  cylinders,  from  copies  furnished  by  steward,  and 
printing  and  distributing  same.  At  the  time  this  dispute  arose  one 
of  the  multigraph  operators  was  performing  other  clerical  work,  but 
this  has  been  discontinued.  They  Avere  increased  10  cents  per  hour 
under  section  5,  Article  II,  of  Decision  No.  2. 

The  employees  contend  that  these  positions  should  haA^e  been  in- 
creased 13  cents  per  hour  under  section  2,  Article  II,  of  Decision  No. 
2,  as  the  work  of  compiling  and  multigraphing  dining-car  menus 
requires  clerical  ability ; and  that  the  increase  specified  in  section  5, 
Article  II,  of  Decision  No.  2,  should  apply  only  to  employees  engaged 
in  the  manual  operation  of  machines  or  appliances  which  do  not 
require  the  clerical  ability  necessary  to  compile  dining-car  menus. 
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The  carrier  states  that  the  work  of  these  employees  consists  of  sort- 
ing type  slugs,  placing  them  on  the  multigraph  cylinder,  and  feeding 
the  power-operated  machines,  and  that  they  do  not  proof-read  the 
copy  or  perform  clerical  work  of  any  description ; and  contends  that 
the  work  performed  is  analogous  to  “ operating  appliances  or  ma- 
chines for  perforating,  addressing  envelopes,”  etc.,  and  the  positions 
are  therefore  properly  increased  10  cents  per  hour  under  section  5, 
Article  II,  of  Decision  No.  2. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides,  on  the  basis  of  the  evidence 
before  it,  including  the  proceedings  of  hearing  conducted  on  May  26, 
1921,  that  the  employees  involved  in  this  dispute,  engaged  in  the 
operation  of  multi  graph  machines  in  the  commissary  departments 
of  the  carrier  in  question  at  Los  Angeles  and  Oakland,  Calif.,  should 
be  increased,  according  to  their  experience,  in  the  amounts  specified 
in  sections  2 or  3,  Article  II,  of  Decision  No.  2. 


DECISION  NO.  269.— DOCKET  361. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  S,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Dispute  in  connection  with  bulletined  position  not 
awarded  to  senior  applicant. 

Statement. — The  position  involved  in  this  dispute,  and  designated 
as  “ 477  clerk  ” in  the  office  of  the  superintendent,  Dunsmuir,  Calif., 
became  vacant  and  was  bulletined  in  June,  1920.  Cora  Leach 
was  the  senior  applicant  for  same,  but  the  position  was  awarded  to 
M.  P.  Barnes. 

The  employees  contend  that  Miss  Leach  had  sufficient  seniority, 
fitness,  and  ability  to  have  qualified  for  the  position,  and  should 
have  been  awarded  same  in  accordance  with  rule  6 of  the  clerks’ 
national  agreement. 

The  carrier  contends  that  Miss  Leach  did  not  have  sufficient  fitness 
and  ability  to  have  qualified  for  the  position  in  question,  and  with- 
standing this  fact,  the  position  for  which  she  applied  required  over- 
time working  at  certain  periods  of  the  month,  and  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  California  prohibit  female  employees  from  working  in  ex- 
cess of  8 hours  in  any  one  day,  or  48  hours  in  any  one  week,  or  6 da,ys 
in  any  one  week. 

Rule  6 of  the  clerks’  national  agreement,  reads  as  follows : 

Promotion  basis. — Rule  6.  Employees  covered  by  these  rules  shall  be  in  line 
for  promotion.  Promotion  shall  be  based  on  seniority,  fitness,  and  ability ; 
fitness  and  ability  being  sufficient,  seniority  shall  prevail,  except,  however,  that 
this  provision  shall  not  apply  to  the  excepted  positions  covered  in  exception 
(&),  rule  1,  Article  I of  this  agreement. 

Note. — The  word  “ sufficient  ” is  intended  to  more  clearly  establish  the  right 
of  the  senior  employee  to  bid  in  a “ new  position  ” or  “ vacancy  ” where  two  or 
more  employees  have  adequate  “ fitness  and  ability.” 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  presented  in  this  case  that  the  position 
in  question  is  closely  related  to  other  positions  involved  in  the  prepa- 
ration of  periodical  statements  and  reports  which  require  the  work- 
ing of  some  overtime  on  several  days  of  the  month.  This  overtime 
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is  unavoidable.  The  hours  of  service  of  women  and  minors  are  f>ov- 
erned  by  the  following  regulation  promulgated  by  the  Industrial 
Welfare  Commission  of  the  State  of  California  pursuant  to  authority 
vested  in  it  by  law : 

No  person,  firm,  or  corporation,  shall  employ  or  suffer  or  permit  any  woman 
or  minor  to  work  in  any  general  or  professional  office  more  than  eight  <8)  hours 
in  any  one  day,  or  more  than  forty -eight  ( 48 ) hours  in  any  one  week,  or  more 
than  six  (6)  days  in  any  one  week. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  on  the  basis  of  the  evidence 
before  it  that  the  employee  involved  in  this  dispute  did  have  suffi- 
cient ability"  to  have  qualified  for  the  position  in  question,  but  in  view 
of  the  regulations  of  the  State  Industrial  Welfare  Commission  of 
the  State  of  California,  above  quoted,  the  Board  sustains  the  ][X)sitioii 
of  the  carrier. 


DECISION  NO,  270.— DOCKET  372. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v,  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question.^ — Application  for  reinstatement  of  Mrs.  W.  V.  Branch, 
clerk  in  the  office  of  the  American  Railway  Express  Co.,  Winona, 
Miss. 

Decision. — Basing  its  decision  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  includ- 
ing the  proceedings  of  hearing  conducted  on  September  12,  1921, 
the  Labor  Board  decades  that  the  request  of  the  employees  for  rein- 
statement of  Mrs.  W.  y.  Branch  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  271.— DOCKET  400, 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

American  Train  Dispatchei*s  dissociation  v.  Wabash  Railway  Co, 

Question.. — Reinstatement  of  H.  B.  Grimm  to  position  of  assistant 
chief  dispatcher,  Montpelier,  Ohio. 

Decision. — Request  of  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  272.— DOCKET  402, 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Rail- 
way Co. 

Questipn. — Claim  for  overtime  for  train  dispatchers  for  time 
worked  in  excess  of  regular  assignment. 

Statement. — On  September  10,  1920,  Train  Dispatcher  J.  A.  Rich- 
ards, assigned  to  duty  11  p.  m.  to  7 a.  m.,  became  suddenly  ill,  and 
Train  Dispatcher  H.  L.  Daily,  assigned  to  duty  from  3 p.  m.  to  11 
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p.  m.,  was  required  to  remain  on  duty  until  3 a.  m.  to  cover  that 
portion  of  Dispatcher  Richard’s  assignment  from  11  p.  m.  to  3 a.  m., 
and  Dispatcher  R.  F.  Koepp,  who  was  regularly  assigned  to  duty 
from  7 a.  m.  to  3 p.  m.,  was  required  to  report  for  duty  at  3 a.  m. 
to  work  that  part  of  Dispatcher  Richard’s  assignment  from  3 a.  m. 
to  7 a.  m.  and  continue  on  his  regular  assignment  until  3 p.  m.  Dis- 
patchers Daily  and  Koepp  were  allowed  one'  day  at  their  regular 
rate  for  the  service  above  indicated,  and  Dispatcher  Richards  was 
allowed  compensation  for  one  day  off  duty  account  sickness. 

The  employees  state  that  heretofore  eight  hours  constituted  the 
actual  day’s  work  for  the  dispatchers  in  question,  and  that  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  eight-hour  day  was  recognized  by  section  (a),  article  3 
of  General  Order  No.  27 ; and  contend  that  Dispatchers  Daily  and 
Koepp  are  entitled  to  four  hours’  overtime  each  for  the  service  per- 
formed in  addition  to  their  regular  assignment. 

Decision, — Claim  of  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  273.— DOCKET  497. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Rail- 
way Co. 

Question.---Cl2iim  for  necessary  actual  expenses  of  train  dispatcher 
required  to  leave  established  headquarters. 

Statement. — On  the  Ashland  Division  of  the  carrier  in  question 
there  are  two  train-dispatching  offices,  one  located  at  Antigo,  Wis., 
and  one  at  Ashland,  Wis.  During  certain  seasons  of  the  year  when 
ore  shipments  are  being  handled  it  is  necessary  to  increase  the  train- 
dispatching  force  at  Ashland.  On  May  14,  1920,  Train  Dispatcher 
J.  H.  Collins,  who  was  located  at  the  Antigo  office,  was  transferred  to 
Ashland. 

The  employees  contend  that  Train  Dispatcher  Collins  was  assigned 
to  temporary  service  in  violation  of  his  seniority  rights,  and  under 
the  rules  in  effect  governing  working  conditions  for  train  dispatchers, 
he  is  entitled  to  reimbursement  for  actual  necessary  expenses  incurred 
during  the  period  he  was  required  to  perform  service  at  Ashland. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  work  of  dispatching  ore  trains  re- 
quires experienced  dispatchers,  and  Train  Dispatcher  Collins,  who 
was  the  junior  qualified  dispatcher  on  the  Ashland  Division  at  the 
time  the  ore  season  opened  for  the  year  1920,  was  located  at  the 
Antigo  office.  He  was,  therefore,  transferred  to  Ashland  for  the 
purpose  of  handling  ore  trains. 

The  carrier  contends  that  it  acted  entirely  within  its  rights  in  trans- 
ferring Mr.  Collins  from  Antigo  to  Ashland,  and  that  its  action  was 
not  in  violation  of  the  existing  rules. 

The  rule  in  effect  governing  pay  for  necessary  actual  expenses  in- 
curred by  train  dispatchers  required  to  leave  their  established  head- 
quarters is  as  follows : 

When  regular  trick  or  regular  relief  dispatchers  are  required  to  leave  their 
established  headquarters,  which  will  be  designated  by  superior  officer,  to  relieve 
dispatchers  at  other  points,  they  will  be  paid  necessary  actual  expenses  while 
away. 
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The  Labor  Board  construes  this  rule  to  require  the  reimbursement 
of  employees  for  necessary  actual  expenses  incurred  when  required 
to  leave  their  established  quarters  to  relieve  dispatchers  at  other 
points. 

Decision.— ThQ  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  in  this  case  in- 
dicates that  the  dispatcher  in  question  was  not  required  to  leave  his 
established  headquarters  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  a dispatcher 
at  another  point. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is,  therefore,  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  274.— DOCKET  499. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul 

Railway  Co. 

Question. — Shall  E.  F.  Crevier,  train  dispatcher,  be  reinstated 
with  full  seniority  rights  and  paid  for  all  time  lost  since  date  on 
which  his  services  as  train  dispatcher  terminated? 

Statement. — The  employee  in  question  was  removed  from  position 
of  train  dispatcher  on  account  of  issuance  of  alleged  improper  train 
order,  and  permitted  to  exercise  his  seniority  rights  in  the  telegraph 
and  station  service  from  date  of  his  removal  from  the  position  of 
dispatcher.  An  application  for  a 90-day  leave  of  absence  was  re- 
quested and  granted.  At  the  expiration  thereof,  application  for 
further  extension  for  a period  of  90  days  w^as  made,  and  declined 
for  the  reason  that  the  existing  telegraphers’  schedule  provided  that 
leave  of  absence  could  not  be  granted  for  more  than  4 months  in  any 
l.-year  period,  except  in  cases  of  sickness  or  disability  or  to  allow 
liomestead  entrymen  to  comply  with  homestead  laws. 

Applicant,  hovv^ever,  was  given  an  additional  30  days’  leave  of 
absence,  and  ad^dsed  that  failure  to  report  for  duty  at  the  expiration 
thereof  would  result  in  his  name  being  dropped  from  the  seniority 
list.  At  the  expiration  of  the  30-day  extension  the  employee  failed 
to  return  to  or  report  for  duty  and  was,  therefore,  considered  out  of 
the  service. 

Decision.— Request  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  275.— DOCKET  500. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  reinstatement  with  pay  for  time  lost  from 
date  of  dismissal  of  E.  E.  McElderry,  clerk,  interline  freight  bureau. 

Statement. — The  employee  in  question  was  relieved  from  the  ser- 
vice on  July  22,  1920,  for  alleged  unsatisfactory  service  and  incom- 
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petency.  A date  was  set  for  hearing  and  investigation,  as  required 
by  rule  32  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement,  and  employee  failed  to 
appear  at  the  investigation.  Kule  32  of  the  clerks’  national  agree- 
ment, reads  as  follows: 

An  employee  who  has  been  in  service  more  than  sixty  (60)  days,  or  whose 
application  lias  been  formally  approved  shall  not  be  disciplined  or  di.sniisse<l 
without  investigation,  at  which  investigation  he  may  be  representeil  by  an 
employee  of  his  choice.  He  may,  however,  be  held  out  of  service  pending  such 
investigation.  The  investigation  shall  be  held  within  sev^i  (7)  days  of  the 
date  when  chaiged  with  the  offense  or  held  from  service.  A decision  will  be 
rendered  within  seven  (7)  days  after  the  completion  of  investigation. 

The  employees  do  not  deny  that  Mr.  McElderry  was  given  an  op-  . 
portunity  for  investigation  and  hearing  as  required  by  the  rule 
above  quoted,  or  that  he,  of  his  own  volition,  failed  to  appear  at  the 
investigation. 

Decision. — Request  of  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  276.— DOCKET  503. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Claim  for  pay  under  the  call  rule  in  addition  to  com- 
pensation for  the  period  of  regular  assignment. 

Statement. — The  employee  involved  in  this  dispute  is  engaged  iu 
station  service  at  Ennis,  Tex.  On  several  days  in  the  month  of  May, 
1920,  after  working  eight  hours  on  the  assigned  position,  he  covered 
a messenger  run  from  Ennis,  Tex.,  to  Fort  Worth,  Tex. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  employee  should  receive  continuous 
time  in  accordance  with  rule  55  of  the  national  agreement. 

The  carrier  contends  that  the  employee  in  question  was  paid  for  the 
extra  service  performed  by  him  in  train  service  in  strict  accordance 
with  the  rules  of  the  national  agreement,  and  that  this  service  was  an 
entirely  separate  and  distinct  employment  not  related  to  or  continu- 
ous with  his  duties  in  station  service. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  in  this  case 
that  it  is  customary  for  station  employees  to  fill  temporary  vacancies 
ill  messenger  service  where  it  will  enable  such  emplo3^ees  to  earn  addi- 
tional compensation  and  such  train  service  can  be  performed  with- 
out interference  with  their  regular  station  assignment. 

It  also  appears  that  the  employee  in  question  was  paid  for  his 
agency  service  at  the  proper  rate  of  pay  for  such  time  as  he  worked 
in  agency  service,  and  was  paid  additional  compensation  for  the  extra 
service  performed  in  train  seiwice  in  strict  accordance  with  the  rules 
of  the  national  agreement. 

Decision. — Claim  of  employees  is  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  277.— DOCKET  508. 

Ckiccugo,  lU.,  Octoh^r  o,  1021. 

Brotlierliood  of  RaUway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Railway  System. 

Question. — Application  of  section  1.  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2, 
to  position  of  head  clerk,”  freight  claim  agent’s  office,  overcharge 
department. 

Statement. — The  position  in  dispute  was  designated  prior  to  March 
1,  1920,  as  “ senior  clerk  ” and  rated  at  $150  per  month.  On  March  1 
it  was  designated  as  “ head  clerk  ” and  the  salary  increased  to  $175. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  increase  of  13  cents  an  hour, 
granted  to  clerical  supervisory  forces  under  section  1,  Article  II  of 
Decision  No.  ^1.  should  be  added  to  the  rate  of  $175  per  month,  whicli 
rate  includes  an  increase  of  $25  granted  to  the  employee  on  the  posi- 
tion iiK^uestion  after  the  termination  of  Federal  control. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  rate  of  pay  established  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  was  $1*50  per 
month,  and  that  the  increase  of  13  cents  per  hour  authorized  by  see- 
_tion  1,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2.,  w’as  added  to  this  rate. 

Decision. — Interpretation  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  2 clearly  outlines 
the  intent  of  Decision  No.  2 in  appl5dng  increases  to  rates  established 
subsequent  to  March  1,  1920,  and  should  govern  in  this  dispute. 


DECISION  NO,  278.— DOCKET  518. 

HMcaffo,  III.,  Oetober  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railroad. 

Question): — Dispute  in  regard  to  the  proper  compensation  for 
clerk  temporarily  assigned  to  a higher-rated  position. 

Stateme7it. — A clerk  in  the  office  of  the  general  foreman  at  West 
Roanoke,  \A.,  assigned  to  work  from  4 p.  m,  until  12  midnight  at 
the  rate  of  $3.73  per  day,  was  required  to  wmrk  from  midnight  until 
8 a.  in.  on  a position  paid  at  the  rate  of  $1.31  per  day.  The  em- 
ployee was  paid  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half,  or  $5,59,  for  serv- 
ice performed  from  midnight  to  8 a.  m.  on  the  higher-rated  position. 

Employees  contend  that  the  payment  of  overtime  on  the  basis  of 
the  rate  of  the  regular  position  of  the  employee  in  question  is  im- 
proper, and  that  he  is  entitled  to  compensation  equivalent  to  the 
overtime  rate  of  the  position  which  he  filled  from  12  midnight  to 
8 a.  m.,  or  $6.31. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  employee  in  question  was  not  in  reality 
in  continuous  service  on  his  own  position,  but  was  temporarily 
assigned  to  the  higher-rated  position;  and  contends  that  in  paying 
him  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half,  based  upon  the  straight-time 
rate  of  his  own  position,  he  actually  received  more  than  a strict 
application  of  rule  72  of  the  clerks^  national  agreement  provides. 

Rule  72  of  the  elerks’  national  agreement  reads  as  follows.: 

Employees  temporarily  or  permaiieBitly  assigned  to  liigherJi’ated  positions 
•Shall  receive  the  higher  rates  while  (X^eiipyiiig  such  positions ; emiiloyees  tem- 
porai’ily  assigned  to  lower-r^ited  positions  Shall  not  have  their  rates  reduced. 
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A “ temporary  assignment  ” contemplates  the  fulfillment  of  the  fliities  and 
responsibilities  of  the  position  during  the  time  occupied  whether  the  regular 
occupant  of  the  position  is  absent  or  whether  the  temporary  assignee  does  the 
work  irrespective  of  the  presence  of  the  regular  employee.  Assisting  a higher- 
rated employee,  due  to  a temporary  increase  in  the  volume  of  work,  does  not 
constitute  a temporary  assignment. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  279.— DOCKET  514. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railroad. 

Question.---Clsiim  for  compensation  at  overtime  rate  for  perform- 
ing work  in  excess  of  8 hours  within  a 24-hour  period. 

Statement.— Ovl  June  25,  1920,  the  employee  in  question,  who  is 
an  extra  clerk,  relieved  a regular  clerk  who  was  assigned  to  duty 
from  8 a.  m.  to  5 p.  m.,  and  was  subsequently  used  to  relieve  a regular 
clerk  on  a third  shift  from  12  midnight  to  8 a.  m.,  thereby  working 
two  8-hour  shifts  within  a 24-hour  period. 

The  employees  state  that  when  the  employee  involved  in  this  dis- 
pute completed  his  8-hour  relief  service  on  the  first  trick,  extending 
from  8 a.  m.  to  5 p.  m.  (1  hour  for  meals),  he  had  performed  8 hours’ 
work  within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  rule  48  of  the  clerks’  national 
agreement,  and  that  for  any  additional  service  performed  within 
the  same  24-hour  period  he  should  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  time  and 
one-half  in  accordance  with  rule  57  of  said  agreement. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  employee  involved  in  this  dispute  was 
an  extra  clerk  not  assigned  to  any  particular  office  or  subdepartment, 
nor  to  any  particular  shift,  but  was  used  temporarily  to  fill  vacancies 
of  regular  clerks  who  laid  off  account  vacations,  sickness,  or  personal 
reasons,  and  in  all  cases  the  extra  clerk  was  paid  the  rate  applicable 
to  the  position  he  was  filling.  The  carrier  contends  that  rule  57  of 
the  clerks’  national  agreement  was  never  intended  to  provide  for  the 
payment  of  overtime  rates  to  extra  men  under  the  circumstances 
which  obtained  in  this  case. 

Decision. — The  claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  280.— DOCKET  516. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Gulf,  Colorado  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  clerical  employees  at  Gainesville,  Tex.,  for 
additional  compensation  for  work  performed  on  Saturday  after- 
noons during  the  summer  months  of  the  year  1920. 

Statement. — The  clerical  employees  in  the  freight  office  at  Gaines- 
ville, Tex.,  were  required  to  work  Saturday  afternoons  during  the 
period  May  1 to  August  31,  1920.  The  employees  state  that  during 
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the  3’ears  1916,  1917,  and  1918  it  was  the  practice  to  grant  employees 
in  the  local  freight  office  at  Gainesville,  Tex.,  time  off  on  Saturday 
afternoons  without  deduction  in  pay;  and  contend  that  under  the 
provisions  of  the  last  paragraph  of  rule  57  of  the  clerks’  national 
agreement  the  established  practice  should  not  have  been  rescinded 
and  that  employees  are  entitled  to  pay  at  pro  rata  rates  for  the  time 
worked  after  1 p.  m.  on  Saturdays  in  addition  to  minimum  day  of 
eight  hours. 

The  carrier  states  that  in  the  summer  of  the  years  1916,  1917,  and 
1918  a petition  was  circulated  among  the  merchants  and  shippers 
at  Gainesville,  Tex.,  requesting  that  they  close  their  establishments 
after  1 p.  m.  on  Saturdays.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  all  of  the  lead- 
ing merchants  and  the  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway  signed 
the  petition,  the  Gulf,  Colorado  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  likewise 
agreed  to  close  the  local  freight  office  at  1 p.  m,  on  Saturdays. 
When  the  petition  was  circulated  in  the  year  1919,  many  of  the 
merchants  declined  to  close  their  establishments  on  account  of  busi- 
ness conditions,  and  the  Gulf,  Colorado  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co. 
consequently  kept  its  freight  station  open  the  entire  day  on  Satur- 
days. When  the  question  was  taken  up  in  the  summer  of  1920,  the 
ISIissouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway  declined  to  join  in  the  movement 
and  the  Gulf,  Colorado  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  likewise  declined. 

The  carrier  contends  that  it  was  not  the  established  practice  to 
close  the  local  freight  office  at  Gainesville,  Tex.,  on  Saturday  after- 
noons prior  to  the  time  that  the  clerks’  national  agreement  became 
effective,  that  the  question  was  taken  up  each  year  as  above  de- 
scribed, and  that  no  assurance  was  given  that  the  same  practice 
would  be  maintained  the  following  year. 

The  carrier  further  contends  that  it  had  never  been  the  practice 
to  pay  such  employees  additional  compensation  when  required  to 
work  on  Saturday  afternoons,  and  that  these  employees  were  com- 
pensated in  strict  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  clerks’  na- 
tional agreement. 

The  last  paragraph  of  rule  57  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement 
reads  as  follows : 

It  is  understood  that  where  in  a given  office  it  has  been  the  practice  to  let 
employees  off  for  a part  of  the  8-hour  day  on  certain  days  of  the  week  such 
practice  shall  not  be  rescinded  and  shall  not  be  departed  from  except  in  cases 
of  emergency. 

Decision.- — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  281.— DOCKET  529. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Is  the  abolition  of  positions  of  second  messengers  and 
the  creation  of  positions  of  helpers  on  express  runs  operating  over 
the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  between  Ogden,  Utah,  and  San  Fran- 
cisco, Calif.,  in  violation  of  rule  91  of  the  national  agreement  effec- 
tive February  15,  1920? 
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Statement. — Prior  to  May,  1920,  there  were  assigned  to  trains 
handling  express  between  the  two  points  named  above  employees 
classified  as  second  messengers  and  paid  at  the  rate  of  $125  per 
month  for  all  service  performed.  These  so-called  second  messengers 
assisted  messengers  on  eastbound  trains  and  usually  returned  in 
charge  of  express  cars  on  westbound  trains.  In  May,  1920,  the 
•positions  of  second  messengers  were  abolished  and  positions  of 
helpers  created  at  the  rate  of  $105  per  month. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  so- 
called  helpers  are  identical  with  those  of  so-called  second  messen- 
gers, and  that  the  change  in  title  was  made  for  the  purpose  of 
reducing  the  rate  of  pay  of  the  positions,  and  that  such  change  is 
in  violation  of  rule  91  of  the  national  agreement. 

The  carrier  states  that  prior  to  May,  1920,  the  so-called  second 
messengers  were  paid  a monthly  rate  to  cover  all  service  performed 
on  east  and  west  bound  trains;  that  in  May,  1920,  changes  were 
made  in  train  service  which  eliminated  the  necessity  of  these  em- 
ployees returning  as  messengers  on  the  westbound  trains;  and  that 
they  were  thereupon  classed  as  helpers  and  paid  the  rate  established 
for  such  positions  in  contiguous  territory. 

It  appears  that  prior  to  the  time  the  change  above  described  was 
made  it  was  frequently  necessary  to  handle  some  westbound  express 
cars  on  passenger  trains  which  were  not  regularly  required  to  handle 
same,  and  that  the  second  messengers  on  the  eastbound  trains  returned 
as  messengers  on  such  cars.  The  carrier  installed  a heavier  type  of 
locomotive,  which  enabled  the  regular  express  trains  to  handle  all 
express  cars  for  movement  westbound,  and  it  was  thereafter  unnec- 
essary to  handle  such  cars  on  other  than  the  regular  trains.  The  so- 
called  second  messengers,  therefore,  returned  on  the  regular  west- 
bound express  trains  as  helpers,  and  the  carrier  abolished  the  posi- 
tions of  second  messengers  and  established  positions  of  helpers  at  the 
rate  paid  similar  positions  in  the  same  territory. 

Kule  91  of  the  national  agreement,  effective  February  15,  1920, 
reads  as  follows : 

Established  positions  shall  not  be  discontinued  and  new  ones  created  under 
a different  title  covering  relatively  the  same  class  of  work  for  the  purpose  of 
reducing  the  rate  of  pay  or  evading  the  application  of  these  rules. 

Decision.— Cldiim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  282,~DOCKET  542. 

Chicago,  III,,  OcfoJ)er  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railv/ay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  James  E.  Diverty,  who 
was  dismissed  from  the  service  August  16,  1920,  account  of  absenting 
himself  without  permission. 

Decision. — Request  of  employees  is  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  283.— DOCKET  546. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Kequest  for  reinstatement  of  A.  L.  Johnson,  who  en- 
tered the  service  May  1,  1920,  and  was  dismissed  May  17,  1920. 

Decision. — Bequest  for  reinstatement  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  284.— DOCKET  551. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Oerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Questimi. — Is  the  position  of  telephone  switchboard  operator  at  the 
freight  station,  Boanoke,  Ya.,  a clerical  position  as  defined  in  rule  4 
of  the  clerks’  national  agi*eement,  and  should  the  occupant  thereof 
be  included  in  the  clerical  seniority  roster  ? 

Statement. — On  April  1,  1918,  the  employee  involved  in  this  dis- 
pute was  employed  as  a telephone  switchboard  operator,  and  con- 
tinued in  that  capacity  until  February  9, 1J21,  when  her  services  were 
dispensed  with  due  to  the  closing  of  the  private  branch  exchange. 
She  thereupon  claimed  displacement  rights  over  junior  clerical  em- 
ployees at  the  Boanoke  freight  station,  which  were  denied  upon  the 
ground  that  she  held  no  clerical  seniority  rights. 

The  employees  state  that  the  telephone  switchboard  operator  in 
question  was  required  to  keep  a record  of  telephone  calls  made  for 
the  period  April  11  to  April  19,  1918,  inclusive,  and  also  for  the 
jieriod  January  15  to  January  21,  1921,  inclusive,  and  that  this  work 
was  of  a clerical  nature  as  defined  in  rule  4 of  the  clerks’  national 
agreement.  The  employees  claim  that  the  telephone  switchboard 
operator  in  question  was  therefore  a clerk  and  entitled  to  seniority 
rights  as  a clerk  from  the  date  she  entered  the  service  as  a telephone 
switchboard  operator. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  only  clerical  work  performed  by  the 
telephone  switchboard  operator  during  the  period  of  her  employment 
was  to  keep  a tally  of  the  number  of  calls  made  during  the  period 
April  11  to  April  19,  1918,  inclusive,  and  January  15  to  January  21, 
1921,  inclusive,  and  that  this  is  a record  which  any  telephone  switch- 
board operator  is  expected  to  make  when  required.  It  is  further 
stated  by  the  carrier  that  the  position  in  question  was  never  recog- 
nized as  a clerical  position,  and  that  its  classification  as  telephone 
switchboard  operator  was  never  questioned  in  connection  with  the 
application  of  the  various  orders  of  the  United  States  Bailroad 
Administration,  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Bail- 
way and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees,  or  Decision  No.  2 of  the  United  States  Bailroad  Labor 
Board  until  after  the  position  was  abolished.  The  carrier  contends 
that  the  position  was  properly  classified  as  that  of  telephone  switch- 
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board  operator,  and  that  the  inciiml)ent  thereof  has  no  rights  on  the 
clerical  seniority  roster. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  285.— DOCKET  552. 

Clvioago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question.---Bvi\\^tmmg  of  position  of  voucher  clerk  in  the  office 
of  the  general  passenger  agent. 

Statement. — On  September  29,  1920,  a vacancy  in  a position  in  the 
rate  and  division  bramch  of  the  general  passenger  agent’s  department 
at  the  rate  of  $7.41  per  day  was  bulletined.  Kenneth  Kamsey,  who 
was  filling  the  position  of  voucher  clerk  in  the  same  department  at 
the  rate  of  $7.45  per  day,  applied  for  and  Avas  aAvarded  the  position. 
His  name  was  posted  as  that  of  the  successful  applicant,  and  his 
position  of  voucher  clerk  was  thereupon  bulletined  and  subsequently 
awarded  to  Mr.  Atkinson,  clerk,  who  had  been  previously  assigned 
to  the  position  of  assistant  ticket  clerk  at  the  rate  of  $5.64  per  day. 
On  October  15  Clerk  Ramsey  filed  application  for  the  position  of 
assistant  ticket  clerk  at  the  rate  of  $5.64  per  day. 

The  employees  state  that  while  Clerk  Ramse}^  was  the  successful 
applicant  for  the  position  in  the  rate  and  division  branch  of  the 
general  passenger  agent’s  department  at  the  rate  of  $7.41  per  day, 
and  his  name  was  posted  as  required  by  rule  12  of  the  clerks’  na- 
tional agreement,  he  was  never  actually  assigned  to  the  position,  and 
his  position  of  voucher  clerk  should  never  have  been  bulletined. 

The  carrier  states  that  Clerk  Ramsey  was  the  successful  applicant 
for  the  position  in  the  rate  and  division  branch  of  the  general  pas- 
senger agent’s  department,  and  his  name  was  posted  as  requirecl  by 
rule  12  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement;  that  in  accordance  with 
the  rule  in  question,  the  position  of  voucher  clerk  was  bulletined  and 
the  A^acancy  assigned  to  the  senior  qualified  employee ; and  that  the 
IDOsition  of  the  latter  applicant  was  also  bulletined  as  required  by 
the  rule. 

On  October  15  Clerk  Ramsey,  who  had  failed  to  take  the  position 
in  the  rate  and  division  branch  of  the  office  for  which  he  had  applied, 
applied  for  and  Avas  assigned  to  the  position  of  assistant  ticket  clerk 
at  the  rate  of  $5.64  per  day. 

Rules  11  and  12  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  read  as  follows: 

Rule  11.  When  an  employee  bids  for  and  is  awarded  a permanent  position, 
his  former  position  aaTII  be  declared  vacant  and  bulletined. 

Rule  12.  NeAV  positions  or  vacancies  will  be  promptly  bulletined  in  agreed- 
upon  places,  accessible  to  all  employees  affected,  for  a period  of  live  (5)  days 
in  the  districts  where  they  occur;  bulletin  to  show  location,  title,  hours  of 
seiwice,  and  rate  of  pay.  Employees  desiring  such  positions  will  file  their 
applications  Avith  the  designated  official  within  that  time,  and  an  assignment 
Avill  be  made  within  five  (5)  days  thereafter;  the  name  of  the  successful  appli- 
cant Avill,  immediately  thereafter,  be  posted  for  a period  of  five  (5)  days  where 
the  position  was  bulletined. 
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The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  in  this  case  indicates  that 
the  provisions  of  the  rules  above  were  strictly  adhered  to  by  the  car- 
rier in  connection  with  the  bulletining  of  the  positions  involved  in 
this  dispute. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  286.— DOCKET  554. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

BrotheFhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac  Rail- 
road Co. 

Question. — Are  employees  engaged  in  handling  baggage,  mail,  and 
express,  cleaning  stations  and  station  grounds,  attending  fires  and 
lights,  and  performing  other  necessary  duties  in  and  around  stations 
entitled  to  an  increase  of  12  cents  per  hour  under  section  7,  article  2, 
of  Decision  No.  2? 

Statement. — The  employees  involved  in  this  dispute  are  required 
to  handle  baggage,  mail,  and  express,  clean  up  stations  and  station 
grounds,  attend  fires  and  lights,  and  perform  other  necessary  duties 
in  and  around  stations,  as  well  as  handle  freight. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  men  performing  the  w^ork  above 
described  are  entitled  to  an  increase  of  12  cents  per  hour  under  sec- 
tion 7,  article  2,  of  Decision  No.  2. 

The  carrier  states  that  these  employees'  perform  ail  of  the  work 
required  around  a station,  and  that  the  handling  of  freight  involves 
less  than  one-half  of  the  total  time  of  the  employees.  The  carrier 
contends  that  they  are  performing  service  generally  recognized  as 
that  of  station  attendants  and  are  not  performing  work  similar  to 
the  classes  specified  in  section  7,  article  2,  of  Decision  No.  2. 

Decision. — -The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  employees  in  ques- 
tion are  not  station  or  platform  freight  handlers  or  truckers,  or 
others  similarly  engaged,  and  therefore  are  not  entitled  to  an  increase 
of  12  cents  per  hour  under  section  7,  article  2,  of  Decision  No.  2, 
issued  by  this  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  287.— DOCKET  635. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Questio'n. — Request  for  increase  in  rates  of  pay  of  express  messen- 
gers assigned  to  service  on  trains  of  the  Hocking  Yalley  Railway  Co. 
to  equalize  with  rates  of  messengers  on  trains  of  the  Toledo  & Ohio 
Central  Railway  Co.  between  Columbus,  Ohio,  and  Toledo,  Ohio. 

Statement. — The  express  messengers  on  the  trains  of  the  Hocking 
Valley  Railway  Co.  between  the  points  above  mentioned  are  paid  at 
the  rate  of  $100  per  month ; the  messengers  on  the  trains  operated  by 
the  Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Railway  Co.  between  the  same  points  are 
paid  at  the  rate  of  $112.50  per  month. 
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The  employees  contend  that  the  work  performed  and  the  hazards 
and  responsibilities  of  messeng^ers  on  trains  of  both  railroads  named 
above  between  Columbus  and  Toledo  are  identical,  and  that  the  dis- 
parity in  rates  of  pay  constitutes  an  inequality  which  should  be 
adjusted  by  increasing  the  rate  of  the  messengers  on  trains  of  the 
Hocking  Valley  Sailwa}^  Co.  to  $112.50  per  month. 

The  carrier  states  that  it  has  complied  with  all  the  orders,  agree- 
ments, rules,  and  decisions  relating  to  wages  of  the  emplo^^ees  in- 
volved in  this  dispute;  and  that  differentials  in  rates  of  pay  of 
various  employees  in  express  company  service  have  always  existed; 
and  contends  that  in  this  instance  the  differential  is  fully  justified 
by  the  difference  in  the  conditions  of  employment  and  hours  of 
service. 

Decislon.~~Reqiiest  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO,  288,— DOCKET  648. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co, 

Question. — Request  that  position  of  ticket  clerk  at  Salem,  Va.,  be 
restored,  and  that  employee  previously  holding  same  be  reimbursed 
for  difference  between  the  rate  of  said  position  and  the  position  he 
has  since  held  in  the  service. 

Statement. — On  February  9,  1921,  the  position  of  ticket  clerk  at 
the  station  in  question  was  abolished  and  the  duties  thereof  assigned 
to  the  agent  in  charge  of  the  station.  The  employee  filling  the  posi- 
tion of  ticket  clerk  was  permitted  to  exercise  his  seniority,  and  he 
displaced  the  cashier  at  the  same  station. 

The  employees  contend  that  inasmuch  as  the  duties  of  the  position 
are  still  existent  and  are  being  performed  by  the  agent,  the  position 
has  not,  in  fact,  been  abolished,  and  they  request  the  reinstatement  of 
the  ticket  clerk  to  his  former  position  and  reimbursement  of  the  dif- 
ference in  compensation  between  the  position  of  ticket  clerk  and  the 
position  he  has  held  in  the  service  since  February  9,  1921. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  decrease  in  business  handled  necessi- 
tated the  curtailment  of  the  force,  and  it  wnis  decided  to  abolish  the 
position  of  ticket  clerk ; and  contends  that  this  action  was  necessary 
in  the  interest  of  economy,  and  that  the  reduction  in  force  was  made 
in  strict  accordance  with  the  rules  of  the  clerks’*  national  agreement. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 

DECISION  NO.  289.— DOCKET  373, 

Chicago,  III.,  October  6,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Mamtenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Lonisiana. 

Question. — Determination  of  seniority  rights  of  employees  accept- 
ing supervisory  positions. 

Statement. — On  September  1.  1915,  P.  C.  Zappe  entered  the  service 
of  the  carrier  above  named  in  the  track  department ; some  time  prior 
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to  August  1, 1919  (date  not  stated),  ^Ir.  Zappe  was  made  section  fore- 
man and  placed  in  charge  of  section  72,  working  out  of  Flatonia, 
Tex.  On  August  1,  1919,  Mr.  Zappe  was  promoted  to  the  position 
of  roadmaster,  and  section  72  was  bulletined  and  bid  in  by  J.  B. 
Boehm.  Mr.  Zappe  was  continued  as  roadmaster  up  to  October  1, 
1920,  when  he  was  demoted  and  assigned  as  foreman  in  charge  of 
section  72,  the  position  he  formerly  occupied,  displacing  Mr.  Boehm. 

Employees'  position.~lt  is  contended  that  in  accepting  promotion 
to  the  position  as  roadmaster  Mr.  Zappe  forfeited  his  rights  as  section 
foreman  after  30  days,  as  per  section  (g),  Article  III,  of  the  national 
agreement,  which  provides  as  follows : 

Employees  accepting  promotion  and  failing  to  qualify  within  thirty  (30)  days 
may  return  to  their  former  positions. 

It  is  further  contended  that  Mr.  Zappe  in  reentering  the  work  as  a 
foreman  should  be  considered  as  a new  man  and  entitled  to  such  posi- 
tion as  may  be  open. 

In  connection  with  the  carrier’s  claim  that  Mr.  Zappe  was  only 
temporarily  appointed  as  roadmaster  the  employees  contend  that 
there  must  be  a limit  to  temporary  appointments,  and  refer  to  section 
(c),  above  quoted,  as  a reasonable  provision.  The  emploj^ees  also 
submit  a document,  entitled  “ Exhibit  A,”  reading: 

Exhibit  A. 

Galveston,  Harrisburg  & San  Antonio  Railway  Company, 

Houston  Division, 

Office  of  Superintendent, 

San  Antonio,  July  6,  1920. 

circular  no.  240. 

All  concerned: 

Effective  .Tnly  1,  roadmaster’s  district  between  San  Antonio  and  Del  Rio, 
including  the  Eagle  Pass  branch,  will  be  divided  and  designated  as  follows: 

Gulf  Junction  to  Uvalde,  inclusive,  ‘^Uvalde  District.”  L.  B.  Mills,  road- 
master, headquarters  San  Antonio, 

Uvalde  to  Del  Rio  and  Eagle  Pass  branch,  “ Del  Rio  District.”  P.  C.  Zappe, 
roadmaster,  headquarters  Del  Rio, 

W.  A.  Enderly  is  appointed  roadmaster  of  the  San  Antonio  Division,  Glidden 
to  San  Antonio,  with  headquarters  at  San  Antonio,  vice  P.  C.  2^ppe,  transferred. 

R.  W.  Meek, 

Asst.  Supf. 

The  employees  further  contend  that  this  exhibit  removes  any 
doubt  as  to  the  character  of  Mr.  Zappe’s  appointment  as  roadmaster. 

Carrier’' s position. — It  is  the  position  of  the  carrier  that  the  under- 
standing had  with  Mr.  Zappe  was  that  the  assignment  as  road- 
master was  temporary  and  that  when  released  from  the  temporary 
assignment  he  would  be  permitted  to  return  to  his  regular  position 
as  foreman  of  section  72  at  Flatonia.  The  management  contends 
that  section  (/)  Article  II,  of  the  national  agreement  specifically 
covers  the  transier  in  question. 

Section  (/),  Article  II,  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance 
of  Way  Emplo^^ees  and  Kailway  Shop  Laborei's’  national  agreement 
reads  as  follows : 

Employees  assigned  to  temporary  service  may,  when  released,  return  to  the 
position  from  which  taken,  without  loss  of  seniority. 
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It  is  further  contended  that  the  established  practice  on  the  rail- 
road is  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  (/),  Article  II. 
above  quoted,  and  it  is  held  that  there  is  no  basis  for  the  claim  that 
Mr.  Zappe  forfeited  his  seniority  date  as  a section  foreman  by  accept- 
ing a temporary  promotion  when  called  upon  by  his  employers  to 
do  so.  The  carrier  considers  section  (^),  Article  III,  of  the  national 
agreement,  referred  to  by  the  employees,  as  providing  for  the  restric- 
tion of  seniority,  but  that  it  does  not  provide  for  taking  away  any 
seniority  that  was  held  under  the  rules  and  practices  previously  in 
effect. 

Decision. — On  the  evidence  submitted  the  Labor  Board  decides : 

{(L)  That  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Zappe  to  the  position  of  road- 
master  did  not  constitute  a temporary  appointment. 

{b)  That  the  continuity  of  Mr.  Zappe’s  service  with  the  carrier 
was  not  disturbed  by  said  appointment. 

(c)  That  Mr.  Zappe,  as  a result  of  being  demoted,  is  entitled  to  a 
position  as  section  foreman  by  displacing  the  junior  (in  point  of 
service)  section  foreman  as  provided  in  section  (e).  Article  II,  of 
the  national  agreement  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance 
of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers. 

{d)  That  J.  B.  Boehm  is  entitled  to  retain  the  position  formerly 
held  by  P.  C.  Zappe  provided  he  is  not  the  junior  section  foreman 
on  the  seniority  district,  as  provided  in  section  (^?),  Article  II,  of  the 
above-mentioned  agreement. 


DECISION  NO.  290.--DOCKET  353-290-A. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  1,  J921. 

New  Orleans  Great  Northern  Railroad  Co.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  En- 
gineers; Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen;  Brotherhood 
of  Railroad  Trainmen;  Order  of  Railway  Conductors;  Order  of  Railroad 
Telegraphers;  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.;  Brotherhood 
Railway  Carmen  of  America;  International  Association  of  Machinists;  In- 
ternational Alliance  of  Amalgamated  Sheet  Metal  Workers;  International 
Brotherhood  of  Blacksmiths,  Drop  Forgers  and  Helpers;  International 
Brotherhood  of  Boilermakers,  Iron  Ship  Builders  and  Helpers  of  America; 
International  Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers. 

Question. — This  dispute  relates  to  the  position  of  the  New  Orleans 
Great  Northern  Railroad  Co.  requesting  authority  to  revise  the 
rules,  wmrking  conditions,  and  rates  of  pay  for  its  train  and  engine 
service  employees,  maintenance  of  equipment  employees,  station 
agents,  assistant  station  agents,  and  telegraph  operators. 

Statement. — The  New  Orleans  Great  Northern  Railroad  Co.  was 
not  a party  to  Decision  No.  147  issued  by  the  United  States  Railroad 
Labor  Board  in  which  decreases  in  rates  of  pay  were  authorized  for 
certain  specified  carriers. 

Upon  request,  this  carrier  was  granted  a hearing  before  the  Labor 
Board  September  15,  1921,  at  which  it  presented  data  and  argument 
with  reference  to  wage  decreases  and  revision  of  rules  and  working 
conditions.  In  the  decision  to  follow,  wage  decreases  alone  will  be 
considered,  since  the  organizations  representing  train  and  engine 
service  and  station  telegraph  service  announced  that  they  were  un- 
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prepared  to  proceed  with  the  revision  of  rules  and  working  condi- 
tions, which  latter  question  will  be  reserved  for  a further  hearing. 

The  carrier  testified  to  an  operating  deficit  of  $500,000  for  the  year 
1920,  a further  operating  deficit  of  $95,000  for  the  first  half  of  1921, 
together  with  deferred  maintenance  of  $400,000  accumulated  since 
the  ending  of  Federal  control. 

The  carrier’s  presentation  showed  in  detail  the  effect  of  the  various 
wage  increases  upon  this  situation  since  December,  1917,  and  also  a 
comparison  of  existing  rates  of  wages  with  lower  rates  paid  similar 
positions  in  outside  industries. 

All  classes  of  employees  concerned  in  this  dispute,  except  main- 
tenance of  equipment  forces,  have  declined  to  accept  either  the  reduc- 
tions named  in  Decision  No.  147  or  the  rates  proposed  by  the  carrier; 
the  rates  submitted  by  the  carrier  are,  generally  speaking,  the  rates 
in  effect  immediately  prior  to  Federal  control. 

The  maintenance  of  equipment  forces  on  the  petitioner's  line 
agreed  to  accept  the  reductions  authorized  by  Decision  No.  147  upon 
their  acceptance  by  similar  forces  on  contiguous  lines  named  in  said 
decision;  therefore,  provisionally,  the  maintenance  of  equipment 
forces  on  the  petitioner’s  line  have  accepted  the  reductions  author- 
ized by  Decision  No.  147. 

The  exhibits  filed  by  the  carrier  show  that  generally  speaking  the 
carrier  is  without  through  traffic,  and  its  local  traffic  is  at  a low  ebb, 
due  to  commercial  inactivity  in  the  territory  it  serves ; that  the  train 
service  provided  is  only  that  necessary  to  meet  actual  needs  and  the 
requirements  of  the  various  State  public  service  commissions  exer- 
cising jurisdiction;  that  the  property  is  being  economically  adminis- 
tered as  far  as  may  possibly  be  done  under  existing  conditions ; and 
that  the  cost  of  substantial  necessities,  i.  e.,  groceries,  meats,  dry 
goods,  and  wearing  apparel,  March,  1921,  as  compared  with  July, 
1920,  shows  an  average  decrease  of  35  per  cent.  It  is  a matter  of  com- 
mon knowledge  that  in  the  territory  served  by  this  carrier  the  ques- 
tion of  rent  does  not  bear  the  same  excessive  relation  to  the  living 
budget  as  is  evidenced  in  large  centers,  and  it  is  worthy  of  note  that 
none  of  the  employees  here  Involved  are  required  to  live  in  large 
centers. 

Notwithstanding  that  there  were  present  at  the  hearing  of  this 
application  local  representatives  of  some  of  the  organizations  in- 
volved, v\dio  might  reasonably  have  been  expected  to  be  thoroughly 
familiar  with  the  existing  local  questions  presented,  no  submission 
was  made  by  them  taking  issue  wuth  the  statements  made  by  the 
carrier’s  representative. 

The  Labor  Board  is  sympathetic  with  the  principle  that  “the 
ability  of  the  carrier  to  pay”  is  not  controlling  factor  in  fixing- 
wages,  but  recognizes  that  it  is  entitled  to  secondary  consideration 
with  a certain  type  of  carrier  dependent  almost  entirely  on  local 
business,  or  whose  principal  function  in  the  final  analysis  is  the 
development  and  upbuilding  of  a new  or  comparatively  new  country. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  has  given  careful  consideration  to  the 
seven  points  laid  down  in  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  namely : 

(1)  The  scale  of  wages  paid  for  similar  kinds  of  work  in  other 
industries ; 

(2)  The  relation  between  wages  and  the  cost  of  living; 
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(3)  The  hazards  of  the  employment; 

(4)  The  training  and  skill  required; 

(5)  The  degree  of  responsibility; 

(6)  The  character  and  regularity  of  the  employment;  and 

(7)  Inequalities  of  increases  in  wages  or  of  treatment,  the  result 
of  previous  wage  orders  or  adjustments — 

and  in  addition  thereto,  to  all  other  relevant  circumstances,  as  well 
as  to  the  written  and  oral  evidence  presented  in  this  case,  and  to  the 
peculiar  conditions  surrounding  the  operation  of  this  railroad ; and 
decides  thereon  that  effective  November  1,  1921,  the  following  rates 
are  authorized  on  the  New  Orleans  Great  Northern  Railroad. 


1.  Agents — Telegbaphers. 


Ratf^ 

per  iiiontb. 


North  Slidell,  agent $125 

Assistant  agent 115 

Talisheek,  agent 115 

Bush,  agent 115 

Sun,  agent 115 

Bio,  agent 125 

Assistant  agent 115 

Yernado,  agent 115 

Angie,  agent 115 

Sandyhook,  agent 115 

Operator 115 

Foxworth,  agent 140 

Operator 115 

Do 115 

Do 115 

Morgantowm  agent 115 

Tilton,  agent 115 

Monticello,  assistant  agent 115 

Whitehluft,  agent 115 

Oma,  agent 115 


Rate 

per  montb. 


Bockport,  agent $115 

Georgetown,  agent 115 

Hopewell,  agent 115 

Gate*sA’ille,  agent 115 

Lacombe,  agent 115 

Mandeville,  agent 130 

Assistant  agent 115 

Abita  Springs,  agent 125 

Assistant  agent 115 

CoAungton,  assistant  agent 115 

Operator 115 

Do 115 

Folsom,  agent 115 

Zona,  agent 115 

Franklinton,  assistant  agent 115 

Clifton,  agent 115 

Warnerton,  agent 125 

Tylertown,  assistant  agent 115 

Columbia,  assistant  agent 115 


2.  Train  and  Engine  Service  Employees. 

The  rates  in  eifect  12.01  a.  m.  March  1,  1920,  shall  be  reestablished. 

3.  Shop  Crafts  and  Boundhouse  Labor. 


Special  consideration  has  been  given  to  the  rates  paid  for  similar  service  in 
other  industries  in  the  centers  where  the  carrier’s  men  are  employed,  and  the 


following  rates  are  authorized,  which, 
in  outside  industries,  are  felt  under  all 
and  reasonable: 

Rates  per  month 
all  services  rendered. 


Mechanical  department  em- 
ployees : 

Boundhouse  foreman $250 

Night  watchman 90 

Rate  per 
hour  (cents). 

Machinist 60 

Machinist  helper 42 

Boilermaker  foreman 65 

Boilermaker 60 

Boilermaker  helper 42 

Boilerwasher 30 

Blacksmith  foreman 65 

Blacksmith 60 


though  substantially  higher  than  paid 
surrounding  conditions  to  be  fair,  just. 

Rate  per 
hour  (cents). 


Mechanical  department  em- 
ployees— Continued. 

Blacksmith  helper 42 

Hammersmith 60 

Heavy  fire  blacksmith  helper  45 

Pipefitter 60 

Pipefitter  helper 42 

Tinner 60 

Engine  inspector 60 

Welders 65 

Carpenter 60 

Painter  foreman 65 

Painter 60 

Electrician 60 
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Rato  per 
hour  (c-outs). 

Mechanical  department  em- 
ployees— Continued. 

Car  inspector  50 

Car  repairer  50 

Car  repairer  helper  35 

Foreman  car  department C5 

Airbrnkeman  00 

Rate  per 
hour  (cents). 

Mec'hanical  department  em- 
ployees— Contin  ued. 

Machinist  apprentices — Con. 

Fifth  6 months  36 

Sixth  6 months  38^ 

Seventh  6 months  41 

Eighth  0 mouths  434 

Foreman  coach  carpenter 65 

Millman  55 

Boilermaker  apprentices — 

First  6 months  20 

Engine  wiper  20 

Cinder-pit  laborer  25 

Machinist  apprentices — 

Fiv<3t  0 months  20 

Second  6 months  28^ 

Third  6 months  31 

Fourth  6 months  334 

Fifth  0 mouths  _ 30 

Spoond  0 months  28^^ 

Sixth  6 months  384 

Third  6 months  31 

Fourth  6 months  331 

Seventh  6 months  41 

Eighth  6 mouths  434 

It  is  not  intended  in  this  decision  to  include  or  fix  rates  for  any 
officials  of  the  carrier  affected  except  that  class  designated  in  the 
Transportation  Act,  1920,  as  “ subordinate  officials.” 


STATEMENT. 

I am  not  in  accord  with  the  majority  decision  and  can  not  concur 
in  the  dissenting  opinion,  as  it  contains  many  misleading  and  greatly 
exaggerated  statements. 

W.  L.  McMenimen. 

' DISSENTING  OPINION. 

For  reasons  hereinafter  set  out  the  undersigned  dissent's  from  the 
decision  rendered  by  a majority  of  the  Labor  Board  in  Docket  353- 
290-A.  The  dissent  is  wdth  particular  reference  to  the  manifestly 
unjust  and  unreasonable  treatment  accorded  shop  employees  in  this 
decision,  and  the  indefensibly  low  rate  established  for  laborers. 

The  New  Orleans  Great  Northern  Railroad  Co.  is  a Class  I car- 
rier; it  operated  under  Federal  control;  it  was  a party  to  the  pro- 
ceedings precedent  to  the  issuance  of  this  Board’s  Decision  No.  2 and 
was  named  therein ; and  it  was  represented  by  and  throu^i  the  com- 
mittee authorized  to  speak  for  the  Association  of  Railway  Executives. 

After  several  months  of  careful  consideration  and  investigation 
of  railroad  wages,  and  with  particular  reference  to  the  Federated 
Shop  Crafts,  Walker  D.  Hines,  Director  General  of  Railroads,  sub- 
mitted do  the  President  of  the  Ignited  States,  under  date  of  August 
23,  1919,  his  decision.  In  that  decision,  with  full  knowledge  of  all 
pertinent  facts  before  him,  the  director  general  said : 

I believe  the  railroad  shop  employees  were  fairly  entitled,  as  a whole,  to 
the  increases  in  wages  provided  and  are  also  fairly  entitled  to  the  additional 
increase  next  below  mentioned. 

The  increase  referred  to  was  made  effective  May  1,  1919,  and  was 
made  wholly  on  the  promise  that  shop  crafts  had  not  been  given  con- 
sideration equal  to  that  of  other  railroad  employees.  The  rates 
thus  established  constituted  the  basic  rates  upon  which  the  United 
States  Railroad  Labor  Board  based  its  Decision  No.  2,  effective  May 
1,  1920.  In  that  decision  the  Board  said: 

The  cost  of  living  and  wages  paid  for  similar  kinds  of  work  in  other  industries, 
however,  dift’er  as  between  different  parts  of  the  country.  Yet  standardization 
of  pay  for  railroad  employees  has  proceeded  so  far  and  possesses  such  ad- 
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vantages  tliat  it  was  deemed  inexpe<lient  and  impracticable  to  establish  new 
variations  based  on  these  varying  conditions.  * * * 

By  so  doing  such  differences  in  present  rates  as  are  the  result  of  local 
differences  are  preserved  together  with  (in  general)  the  differential  between 
the  different  classes  of  employees  which  have  come  about  in  the  railroad  service 
and  which  may  be  considered  prima  facie  to  be  based  on  good  reason.  It  is 
believed  that  this  method  accomplishes  that  approximation  to  justice  which 
is  practicable  in  human  affairs. 

Tlie  Board  has  endeavored  to  fix  such  wages  as  will  provide  a decent  living 
and  secure  for  the  children  of  the  wage  earners  opportunity  for  education, 
and  yet  to  remember  that  no  class  of  Americans  should  receive  preferred 
treatment  and  that  the  great  mass  of  the  people  must  ultimately  pay  a great 
]>art  of  the  increased  cost  of  operation  entailed  by  the  increase  in  wa.ges  deter- 
mined herein.  * * * 

The  Board  decides,  upon  the  present  dispute  and  submission,  that  the  rates  of 
increase  set  out  below,  added  and  applied  to  the  rates  established  for  the  posi- 
tions specified  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Adminis- 
tration, constitute,  for  the  said  positions  on  carriers  named  herein,  a just 
and  reasonable  wage. 

The  Board  also  decides  that  the  rates  set  out  below  constitute,  for  the  posi- 
tions specified  on  carriers  named  herein,  a just  and  reasonable  wage. 

This  carrier  was  not  a party  to  the  dispute  resulting  in  the  issuance 
of  Decision  No.  147.  The  carrier  states  that,  excepting  the  main- 
tenance of  equipment  forces,  the  employees  declined  to  accept  any 
reduction  in  the  scale  of  wages  established  by  Decision  No.  2.  A 
statement  filed  with  the  Board  by  the  representative  of  the  shop 
crafts  cites  that  in  a conference  held  between  the  carrier  and  the 
Federated  Shop  Crafts  after  the  issuance  of  Decision  No.  147  these 
employees  had  declined  to  sign  an  agreement  or  in  any  other  manner 
indicate  their  acceptance  of  the  reduction  established  by  Decision 
No.  147.  If  the  statement  of  the  employees  is  correct,  then  this 
carrier  ignored  the  provisions  of  the  Transportation  Act  in  that  it 
put  into  effect  the  reductions  in  rates  of  pay  established  bv  Decision 
No.  147. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  majority  decision  states  that  the  inability 
of  the  carrier  to  pay  is  not  a controlling  factor  in  fixing  wages,  but 
recognizes  that  it  is  most  persuasive,”  etc.  (After  this  dissenting 
opinion  was  filed  the  majority  decided  to  strike  out  the  words  “ most 
joersuasive,”  referred  to  above,  inserting  in  lieu  tliereof  the  words 
“ entitled  to  secondary  consideration.”  In  the  opinion  of  the  under- 
signed, the  change  in  language  represents  no  change  in  the  principle 
involved,  neither  did  it  affect  the  decision  as  promulgated  by  the 
majority.) 

In  denying  the  petition  of  the  Association  of  Railway  Executives 
made  before  this  Board  January  31,  1921,  in  which  ‘‘inability  to 
pay  ” was  the  basis  of  the  request  for  an  immediate  reduction  in 
wages  of  common  labor,  the  Board,  on  February  9, 1921,  said : 

The  duty  is  imposed  upon  this  Board  by  the  Transportation  Act  of  determining 
just  and  reasonable  wages  and  working  conditions  for  employees  of  carriers. 
All  questions  involving  the  expense  of  operation  or  necessities  of  railroads  and 
the  amount  of  money  necessary  to  secure  the  successful  operation  thereof  are 
under  the  jurisdiction,  not  of  this  Board,  but  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission. 

Numerous  opinions  of  courts  and  boards  of  arbitration  specifically 
excluding  “ financial  ability  ” of  the  carrier  from  consideration  as  a 
“ relevant  circumstance  ” in  wage  fixing  are  filed  with  this  Board. 
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These  opinions  affirm  the  ruling  in  Ames  v.  Union  Pacific  Rail- 
way Co.  (62  Fed.  7),  which  may  be  summed  up  in  the  following 
language : 

The  wages  of  the  men  must  not  be  reduced  below  a reasonable  and  just  com- 
pensation for  their  services.  They  must  be  paid  fair  wages,  though  no  divi- 
dends are  paid  on  the  stock  and  no  interest  paid  on  bonds. 

Exclusive  of  the  alleged  “ inability  to  pay  ” and  the  cost  of  living 
data,  the  carrier  laid  great  emphasis  upon  and  made  comparisons 
with  the  rates  of  pay  established  by  the  Great  Southern  Lumber  Co., 
Bolgalusa,  La.,  and  the  Cannulette  Shipbuilding  Co.  (Inc.),  Slidell, 
La.  These  two  companies  being  the  only  outside  industries  sub- 
mitted must  constitute  the  sole  basis  for  statement  made  in  the  ma- 
jority decision  as  to  special  consideration  being  given  the  shop 
crafts. 

The  carrier  states  that  ‘Ghe  same  people  who  own  the  Great 
Southern  Lumber  Co.  own  the  railroad.”  The  rates  paid  employees 
in  the  service  of  the  lumber  company  are  not  rates  established  by 
organized  employees  in  negotiations  with  the  employer. 

In  the  case  of  rates  paid  by  the  shipbuilding  company,  the  carrier 
and  said  company  entered  into  a contract,  reading  in  part : 

The  railroad  company  agrees  to  pay  for  work  done  on  its  cars,  actual  cost 
plus  10  per  cent  on  all  material  and  supplies  furnished  by  the  shipbuilding  com- 
pany, and  cost  of  labor  performed  by  the  employees  of  the  shipbuildng  company, 
plus  10  per  cent. 

The  shipbuilding  company  agrees  to  pay  the  prevailing  rates  for  labor  em- 
ployed on  this  work,  but  in  no  event  shall  the  hourly  rate  of  pay,  with  the 
exception  of  the  foreman,  exceed  20  cents  per  hour  for  common  labor,  40  cents 
per  hour  for  car  repairers,  and  55  cents  per  hour  for  blacksmiths. 

The  Transportation  Act  states  that — 

In  determining  the  justness  and  reasonableness  of  such  wages  and  salaries 
or  working  conditions  the  Board  shall,  so  far  as  applicable,  take  into  considera- 
tion among  other  relevant  circumstances: 

(1)  The  scales  of  wages  paid  for  similar  kinds  of  work  in  other  industries. 

No  unbiased  mind  would  consider  or  use  the  wages  and  working 
conditions  of  unorganized  workers  as  the  basis  of  fixing  wages  and 
working  conditions  of  organized  workers,  who  by  organized  effort 
established  the  right  of  collective  bargaining  and  who  by  years  of 
constant  effort  and  the  expenditure  of  substantial  portions  of  their 
earnings  reached  a level  approximating  decent  wages  and  working 
conditions. 

The  cost  of  living  data  submitted  by  the  carrier  is  very  similar  to 
the  mass  of  data  filed  with  the  Board  preceding  its  wage  reduction 
Decision  No.  147  and  under  no  circumstance  is  it  entitled  to  greater 
consideration. 

The  most  authentic  and  uniformly  accepted  authority  on  living 
costs,  i.  e.,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statikics,  United  States  Department 
of  Labor,  states  that  the  living  costs  have  decreased  18.1  per  cent 
for  the  period  June,  1920,  to  September,  1921,  and  but  1.7  per  cent 
from  May,  1921,  to  September,  1921. 

It  is  worthy  of  note  that  there  has  been  but  1.7  per  cent  reduction 
in  the  cost  of  living  from  May  to  September,  1921,  the  period  during 
which  the  Board  had  under  consideration  the  general  request  for 
wage  reductions,  and  its  findings  are  set  out  in  Decision  No.  147. 
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This  carrier  operates  in  a territory  paralleling  the  Illinois  Central, 
Southern  Railway,  and  Gulf  & Ship  Island  railroads,  all  of  which 
were  included  in  Decisions  Nos.  2 and  14T. 

The  minimum  wage  rates  established  this  Board  for  the  shop 
crafts  in  its  Decision  No.  2,  and  which  were  then  declared  to  be 
just  and  reasonable  for  these  employees  in  the  service  of  this  carrier, 
and  the  rates  which  it  now  proposes  to  establish  are  herewith  shown 
on  the  daily  basis,  together  with  the  total  reduction,  per  day  of  eight 
hours. 


Deci- 
sion 
No.  2. 

This 

deci- 

sion. 

Rednc- 
tion  per 
day. 

Deci- 
sion 
No.  2. 

This 

deci- 

sion. 

Reduc 
tion  pe 
day. 

Ma.ohinists 

$6. 80 

$4.80 

$2.00 

Carmen  A 

$6.80 

$4.00 

$2. 80 

Machinist  inspectors ...  . 

7.20 

4.80 

2.  40 

Carmen  B 

6.40 

4.00 

2.  40 

Boilerniakers 

6.80 

4.80 

2.00 

Helper,  heavy  fire 

5.36 

3.  60 

1.76 

Boilermaker  inspectors. . . 

7.20 

4.80 

2.40 

Helper,  heater 

5.76 

3.60 

2. 16 

Blacksmiths 

6.80 

4.80 

2.  00 

Helpers 

4.96 

3.36 

1.60 

Hammersmiths 

Electricians 

7.60 
6. 80 

4.80 

4.80 

2.80 

2.00 

Carmen  helpers 

Apprentices: 

4.96 

2. 80 

2. 16 

Oxyacetylene  welders 

7.  20 

4.80 

2.  40 

First  six  months 

3.36 

2.08 

1.28 

Carmen  A 

Do 

6.80 

6.80 

4.80 

4.40 

2.00 
2.  40 

Last  six  months 

5.36 

3.  48 

1.88 

It  is  generally  known  and  recognized  that  the  wages  of  these 
skilled  workers,  practically  ail  of  whom  are  required  to  serve  an  ap- 
prenticeship of  four  years  prior  to  receiving  the  rate  of  a journeyman, 
were,  prior  to  January  1,  1918,  unjustifiably  low.  This  proposed  de- 
cision establishes  a daily  rate  for  journeymen  mechanics  that  is  only 
18.5  per  cent  above  the  daily  wage  effective  as  of  December,  1917. 

The  majority  of  the  Board,  on  the  same  evidence  and  affecting 
employees  living  in  the  same  town,  have  decided  that  the  employees 
who  receive  the  highest  compensation  and  who  have  received  the 
largest  money  increase  shall  be  paid  the  wage  rates  that  were  in  effect 
immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  Decision  No.  2;  in  other 
words,  one  class  of  employees  is  to  retain  all  of  the  increases  accruing 
to  them  during  the  entire  period  of  Federal  control,  while  another 
class,  admittedly  underpaid  prior  to  Federal  control,  are  expected 
to  accept  a decision  that  takes  from  them  practically  all  the  increases 
received  during  that  period.  Is  it  just  or  reasonable  that  a journey- 
man mechanic,  who  is  required  to  serve  a four- year  apprenticeship 
before  receiving  the  journeyman  rate,  shall  have  his  earnings  for  a 
full  month’s  service  {25^  eight-hour  days)  cut  from  $173.40  to  $122.40, 
or  just  $19.12  per  month  more  than  he  would  have  earned  at  his 
December,  1917,  rate,  while  certain  other  classes  of  employees,  some 
of  whom  are  unquestionably  less  skilled,  retain  all  of  the  increases 
granted  them  during  the  period  of  Federal  control,  and  which  in 
some  cases  represent  a monthly  wage  increase  approximating  500 
per  cent  greater  than  that  granted  journeymen  m.echanics  by  this 
Board’s  decision? 

The  following  is  taken  from  Exhibit  K of  the  carrier’s  submission, 
excepting  the  last  column,  which  shows  the  reduction  made  in  the 
daily  rate  by  this  decision : 
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Passenger  service. 


Num- 
ber 
of  em- 
plovees, 
1917. 

December, 

1917, 

working 

conditions 

and 

December 

rates. 

1 Num- 
1 ber 
1 of  em- 
ployees, 
1921. 

Rates  in 
June,  1921. 

1 

Reduc- 
tion in 
daily 
rate  by 
tliis  de- 
cision. 

Conductors; 

Trains  3 and  4 

1 

$184.44 

2 

i 

! 

$420. 00 

$1.00 

TraiilB  9 and  10 

1 

208.80 

2 

1 420. 00 

1.00 

S'tiore  Line  Branch 

1 

212. 36 

2 

' 420.00 

1.00 

1 

180.  76 

2 

1 420.00 

1.00 

Total 

4 

786.  36 

8 

1, 680.  09 

196.  59 

i 210. 00 

Flagmen:  i 

Trains  3 and  4 

1 

101.  70 

2 

300.00 

1.00 

Trains  9 and  10 

1 

115.20 

2 

339.  50 

1.00 

Shore  Line  Branch 

1 

118.  40 

2 

300.  00 

1. 00 

Bogue  Chitto  Branch 

1 

100.00 

2 

300.00 

1.00 

Total 

4 

435.  30 

8 

1,239.  50 

Average  per  month 

108.  93 

1.54.  94 

Porters: 

Trains  3 and  4 

1 

60.00 

2 

300. 00 

1.00 

Trains  9 and  10 

1 

60. 00 

2 

300. 00 

1.00 

Shore  I>ine  Branch 

2 

300.00 

1.00 

Bogue  Chitto  Branch 

2 

300.00 

1.00 

Total 

2 

120.00  ! 

1 8 

1,200.00 
150.00  ! 

Average  per  month 

60.00 

!. 

Engineers: 

Trains  3 and  4 

1 

263.  94 

1 

414. 30 

.80 

Trains  9 and  10 

1 

298.^ 

1 

462.00 

.80 

Shore  Line  Branch 

1 

292. 14 

1 

408. 00 

.80 

Bogue  Chitto  Branch 

1 

258.54 

1 

408.00 

.80 

Total 

4 

1,113. 42 

4 

1,692.30  1 

Average  per  month 

278.  36 

42:3.  00  : 

Firemen: 

Trains  3 and  4 

1 

143. 10 

1 

317. 15 

.80 

Trains  9 and  10 

1 

162.00 

1 

342.  28 

Shore  Line  Branch 

1 

158. 10 

1 

303. 00 

. 80 

Bogue  Chitto  Branch ! 

1 

140.  10 

1 

303.00 

.80 

Total 

4 

603.  30 

4 

1,265.43  j 

Average  per  month 

150.  83 

316.36  1 
1 

1 

It  will  be  note.d  that  there  are  two  each  of  conductors,  flagmen, 
and  porters  now  performing  this  service,  whereas  formerly  there  w^as 
but  one  each.  The  assignments  are  so  arranged  that  these  classes 
now  earn  the  monthly  wage  indicated  by  w^orking  from  15  to  20 
days  per  month. 

The  record  wdll  also  show  that  the  journeymen  mechanics  of  the* 
shop  crafts  are  likewise  the  subject  of  discrimination  as  compared 
with  the  treatment  accorded  station  forces. 

Other  unwarranted  conditions  established  by  this  decision  are 
enumerated  as  follows : 

1.  Hammersmiths,  heavy  fire  blacksmiths  and  other  blacksmiths 
are  placed  on  the  same  rate.  There  is  not  an  employer  of  black- 
smiths in  this  country  who  has  not  always  recognized  and  paid 
higher  rates  for  hammersmiths  and  heavy  fire  blacksmiths  than  that 
paid  other  blacksmiths. 
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2.  Practically  every  railroad  in  this  country  has  established  a 
rate  higher  than  the  minimum  boilermakers’  rate  to  men  assigned 
as  boiler  inspectors  or  dangers  and  layersout. 

3.  Differentials  have  been  established  for  mechanics  in  the  car 
department  that  are  not  justified.  For  instance : 

(a)  The  Board  says  it  is  just  and  reasonable  that  a car  inspector 
formerly  paid  the  same  rate  as  the  passenger-car  men  is  now  not 
entitled  to  the  higher  rate ; his  rate  is  cut  from  85  cents  to  50  cents 
per  hour,  or  10  cents  per  hour  less  than  the  rate  established  for  the 
carpenter.  No  man  can  be  a competent  inspector  unless  he  first 
learns  the  trade  and  becomes  competent  to  determine  whether  or  not 
a car  is  in  a safe  and  suitable  condition  to  make  a trip. 

(b)  A billman  who  has  heretofore  generally  received  the  same 
rate  as  that  of  the  passenger-car  men  and  car  inspectors  now  finds 
himself  defined  as  not  being  quite  so  valuable  as  that  portion  of  his 
fellow  craftsmen  designated  as  carpenters,  and  yet  by  the  same  au- 
thority he  is  considered  more  valuable  than  the  car  inspector  ; and 
the  car  inspector  who,  if  he  is  anything,  must  be  competent  to  judge 
whether  the  work  of  his  fellow  craftsmen  is  properly  and  safely 
constructed,  is  decided  to  be  less  important  than  either  of  his  asso- 
ciates. 

4.  This  Board  now  establishes  a rate  of  pay  for  these  mechanics 
which  in  some  instances  is  less  than  the  rate  it  has  established  for 
mechanics’  helpers  of  these  crafts  in  this  same  territory. 

5.  By  this  decision  the  Board,  charged  with  the  solemn  duty  of 
establishing  just  and  reasonable  wages  and  working  conditions,  has 
decreed  that  a laborer  who  has  heretofore  generally  received  a rate 
higher  than  that  paid  section  labor,  shall  now  be  paid  a rate  of  20 
cents  per  hour.  On  an  eight-hour  basis  these  men,  practically  all 
of  whom  are  ablebodied  adults,  many  of  them  men  of  family,  are  now 
awarded  a rate  that  will  net  them  barring  accidents,  lay-offs,  sick- 
ness, etc.,  a wage  of  $9.30  per  full-time  week — a wage  that  is  below 
the  minimum  established  by  various  agencies  and  tribunals  as  being 
sufficient  to  support  one  worker. 

On  August  31,  1921,  the  departmental  wage  board  of  review  of  the 
Navy  Department  issued  its  report  on  the  question  of  wages  for 
civilian  employees  of  naval  establishments  within  the  continental 
limits  of  the  United  States.  The  terms  of  the  decision  were  approved 
in  full  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  became  effective  on  Septem- 
ber 16,  1921.  The  following  is  quoted  from  the  award : 

The  rates  of  pay  that  in  a large  measure  determine  the  rates  for  ail  trades 
and  occupations  are  those  granted  to  first-class  laborers,  which  it  will  be 
noted,  the  board  has  recommended  be  fixed  at  forty-one  cents  (41c)  per  hour, 
and  the  pay  for  skilled  mechanics,  or  the  so-called  basic  trades,  which  the 
board  recommends  be  fixed  at  seventy-three  cents  (73c)  per  hour.  As  far 
as  laborers  are  concerned,  the  pay  of  forty-one  cents  (41c)  i^er  hour  approxi- 
mates very  closely  $1,000  per  year.  The  board  does  not  believe  that  it  is 
decent  for  the  government  to  pay  less  money  than  this  to  American  citizens 
with  families  to  support.  (All  navy -yard  employees  must  be  American  citi- 
zens.) The  laborer  usually  has  a family  to  support,  and  with  present  prices 
of  the  necessities  of  life,  with  less  than  forty-one  cents  (41c)  per  hour  it 
is  practically  impossible  for  him  to  properly  clothe,  house,  feed,  and  edu- 
cate his  family.  The  board  believes  that  it  is  contrary  to  the  public  interest 
to  give  less  wages  than  the  above  to  first-class  laborers. 
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There  are  innumerable  unjust  and  unreasonable  conclusions  rep- 
resented in  this  decision,  but  for  the  sake  of  brevity  the  writer  will 
not  burden  the  record  further. 

In  answer  to  the  reference  made  to  the  dissenting  opinion  by 
Board  Member  McMenimen,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  a mere  declar- 
ation without  supporting  data  or  facts  represents  nothing  and  needs 
no  other  reply. 

A.  O.  Wharton. 


DECISION  NO.  291.— DOCKET  661. 

Chicago,  111.,  October  13,  1921. 

Railway  Employees  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sault  Ste.  Marie  Railroad. 

Qvestion. — There  has  been  duly  filed  with  the  Labor  Board  appli- 
cation for  decision  in  connection  with  dispute  alleged  to  exist 
between  the  above-named  parties  with  reference  to  the  negotia- 
tions of  rules  and  working  conditions  pursuant  to  the  issuance  of 
Decision  No.  119.  The  questions  in  dispute  are : 

(1)  Has  the  system  federation  representing  the  Federated  Shop 
Crafts  the  right  to  negotiate  an  agreement  covering  employees  per- 
forming mechanics’  work  and  their  helpers  in  the  maintenance  and 
repair  of  water  service  equipment,  coal  chute  machinery,  scale  work, 
etc.,  coming  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  bridge  and  building  de- 
l^artment  of  the  above-named  railroad? 

(2)  If  the  above  is  conceded,  has  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  the 
right  to  include  rules  governing  such  mechanics  and  helpers  in  the 
bridge  and  building  department  and  maintenance  of  way  depart- 
ment in  the  agreement  with  the  carrier  ? 

Statement. — Written  evidence  was  submitted  by  the  respective 
parties  and  oral  hearing  conducted  in  connection  with  this  case,  at 
which  hearing  only  the  representatives  of  the  employees  were  pres- 
ent. It  developed  at  said  hearing  that  the  question  as  to  the  juris- 
dictional right  to  represent  the  emploj^ees  above  referred  to  had 
been  settled  between  the  interested  organizations  whereby  the  right 
of  representation  was  conceded  to  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  and 
the  carrier  was  so  notified. 

Eegarding  the  second  question  above  stated,  it  is  indicated  that 
the  employees  endeavored  to  submit  this  question  to  the  Labor 
Board  separate  from  the  submission  on  rules  and  working  condi- 
tions, but  were  unable  to  get  the  carrier  to  become  a party  to  a 
joint  submission  on  that  particular  question,  the  carrier  contending 
that  the  matter  should  be  held  in  abeyance  and  submitted  with 
rules. 

Regarding  conferences  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  negotiating 
rules  and  working  conditions,  the  evidence  submitted  indicates  that 
such  conferences  commenced  on  May  13,  1921,  and  terminated  on 
June  25,  1921.  It  is  the  employees’  position  that  conferences  should 
not  have  been  terminated,  but  should  have  been  continued  in  an 
effort  to  arrive  at  an  agreement  on  certain  rules  then  under  consid- 
eration. It  is  indicated  that  the  carrier  took  the  position  that  the 
submission  must  be  in  the  hands  of  the  Labor  Board  not  later  than 
99915^—22 21 
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July  1,  1921,  and  that  to  conduct  further  negotiations  would  have 
made  this  impossible. 

Failing  to  reach  an  understanding  as  to  further  negotiations,  and 
failing  to  reach  an  agreement  as  to  the  submission  that  should  be 
made  to  the  Labor  Board,  each  party  to  the  dispute  filed  an  ex  parte 
submission,  setting  forth  its  contentions  in  connection  with  the 
various  rules  upon  which  no  agreement  could  be  reached. 

Decision. — (1)  The  evidence  clearly  indicates  that  question  1 in- 
volved jurisdiction  as  between  organizations,  which  question  has 
been  decided,  and  there  is,  therefore,  no  necessity  for  further  action 
on  the  part  of  the  Labor  Board. 

(2)  There  being  no  question  as  to  the  system  federation  represent- 
ing a majority  of  each  craft  or  class,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that 
the  agreement  between  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  and  the  carrier* 
shall,  if  said  federation  so  elects,  cover  and  apply  to  ail  emploj^ees 
comprised  in  said  class  or  crafts  employed  in  the  maintenance  of  way 
department  and  the  signal  and  telegraph  department,  as  well  as  the 
maintenance  of  equipment  department,  provided  this  decision  shall 
not  operate  to  prevent  the  negotiation  of  such  special  rules  for  said 
maintenance  of  way  and  signal  and  telegraph  departments  as  are 
necessary  for  the  economical  operation  of  said  departments  and 
peculiarly  applicable  to  the  nature  of  the  work  and  the  condition 
surrounding  it  in  said  departments  as  distinguished  from  the  more 
highly  specialized  work  of  the  maintenance  of  equipment  department. 


DECISION  NO.  292.— DOCKET  819. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  IJf,  1921. 

American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  Philadelphia  & Reading  Rail- 
way Co. 

Question. — Has  the  management  of  the  Philadelphia  & Reading 
Railway  Co.  complied  with  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  entered 
into  November  1,  1920? 

Statement.— An  agreement  was  entered  into  between  employees 
represented  by  the  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  and 
the  management  of  the  Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway  Co.,  effec- 
tive November  1,  1920,  covering  machinists,  boilermakers,  black- 
smiths, carmen,  electrical  workers,  sheet-metal  workers,  molders  and 
helpers,  and  apprentices  of  these  crafts.  The  last  rule  in  the  agree- 
ment reads  as  follows : 

This  agreement  shall  continue  in  force  and  effect  until  thirty  (.SO)  days’  notice 
in  writing  has  been  given  by  either  party  to  the  other  requesting  a change  in 
same. 

Under  date  of  June  21,  1921,  the  carrier  notified  the  employees  of 
its  desire  to  conduct  a conference  to  negotiate  and  revise  certain  rules 
contained  in  the  then  existing  agreement,  and  in  accordance  with 
said  notice  conference  was  conducted  on  July  20,  1921,  at  which  con- 
ference no  agreement  could  be  reached  between  the  interested  parties 
as  to  the  consideration  of  the  individual  rules  in  which  changes  were 
desired.  The  position  of  the  employees  was  that  the  carrier  had  not 
complied  strictly  with  the  provisions  of  the  above-quoted  rule  in 
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that  the  employees  had  not  been  furnished  with  a copy  of  the  revised 
rules  proposed  by  the  carrier. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  carrier  has  complied 
with  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  above  referred  to  and  that, 
therefore,  the  employees’  representatives  should  confer  with  repre- 
sentatives of  the  carrier  at  a time  to  be  designated  by  said  carrier  for 
the  purpose  of  considering  the  changes  desired.  If  the  employees  re- 
fuse to  enter  into  such  negotiations,  it  will  be  necessary  for  the  Labor 
Board,  in  accordance  with  provisions  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920, 
to  accept  the  ex  parte  submission  of  the  carrier  and  render  a decision 
thereon. 


DECISION  NO.  293.— DOCKET  720. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  14,  1921. 

Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 

System). 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  application 
of  section  17,  Article  II,  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood Eailroad  Signalmen  of  America. 

Statement. — A joint  submission  was  filed  and  an  oral  hearing  con- 
ducted in  connection  with  this  case. 

The  evidence  indicates  that  three  signalmen — namely,  E.  J.  Cessna, 
A.  Smith,  and  E.  B.  Fretwell — are  assigned  to  a regular  eight-hour 
day  and  compensated  by  the  hour ; that  these  emploj^ees  have  a regu- 
lar starting  and  quitting  time,  except  that  at  least  once  a week  they 
are  required  to  distribute  or  assist  in  the  distribution  of  batteries  to 
the  various  signals  over  their  respective  territories  and  that  this  dis- 
tribution is  being  accomplished  by  either  loading  batteries  into  bat- 
tery car  and  handled  by  local  freight,  or  by  loading  batteries  into 
baggage  car  of  a regular  passenger  train  and  distributions  made  to 
central  locations  from  passenger  trains.  It  is  stated  by  representa- 
tives of  the  employees  and  not  denied  by  the  carrier  that  frequently 
the  train  carrying  the  batteries  leaves  before  the  employees’  regular 
starting  time  and  returning  leaves  after  the  employees’  regular 
quitting  time ; further,  that  it  is  sometimes  necessary  to  send  battery 
car  on  ahead  by  fast  freight  during  the  night  and  to  have  signalmen 
follow  on  early  passenger  train;  likewise,  that  when  batteries  are 
distributed  signalmen  return  to  their  home  stations  by  passenger 
trains — traveling  or  waiting  seA^eral  hours  in  addition  to  their  regu- 
lar assigned  day — and  receive  no  extra  compensation  except  for 
actual  service  performed. 

The  following  rules  are  quoted  from  Article  II  of  the  national 
agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  Eailroad  Signalmen  of  America  pro- 
mulgated by  the  United  States  Eailroad  Administration: 

Sec.  17.  Hourly-rated  employees  sent  from  home  station  to  perform  work  and 
who  return  to  home  station  daily  shall  be  paid  continuous  time,  exclusive  of 
the  meal  period,  from  the  time  they  are  required  to  report  to  the  time  they 
return,  whether  working,  waiting,  or  traveling.  Employees  so  assigned  will 
not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  5 of  this  article. 

Sec.  18.  Hourly-rated  employees  sent  from  home  station  to  perform  work,  and 
who  do  not  return  to  home  station  daily,  will  be  allowed  time  for  traveling  or 
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waiting  in  accordance  with  section  20  of  this  article.  All  hours  worked  will 
be  paid  for,  straight  time  for  straight-time  hours  and  at  the  overtime  rates  for 
overtime  hours.  Actual  expenses  will  be  allowed  at  the  point  to  which  sent  if 
meals  and  lodging  are  not  provided  by  the  railroad,  or  boarding  cars  to  which 
employees  are  assigned  are  not  available. 

Sec.  20.  Employees,  except  those  covered  by  section  4 of  Article  V,  who  do 
not  return  to  home  station  daily,  when  not  in  boarding  cars  and  traveling  by 
direction  of  the  management,  will  be  allowed  actual  time  for  traveling  or  wait- 
ing during  regular  working  hours  Actual  time,  not  to  exceed  eight  hours,  at 
the  straight-time  rate  from  the  time  required  to  report  to  the  time  of  arrival 
at  the  point  to  which  sent  will  be  paid  as  full  compensation  for  traveling  or 
waiting  between  the  end  of  the  regular  hours  of  one  day  and  the  beginning  of 
the  regular  hours  of  the  following  day  when  sleeping-car  accommodations  are 
not  available.  Actual  expenses,  but  no  time,  will  be  allowed  for  traveling  or 
waiting  between  the  end  of  the  regular  hours  of  one  day  and  the  beginning  of 
the  regular  hours  of  the  following  day  when  sleeping-car  accommodations  are 
available. 

E'iTiployees’’  piosition, — A summarization  of  the  employees’  conten- 
tion is  that  the  service  above  referred  to  should  be  compensated  on 
the  basis  of  section  17,  Article  II,  of  the  national  agreement,  because 
of  the  fact  that  when  the  employees  are  sent  out  to  distribute  bat- 
teries they  return  the  same  day,  and  therefore  claim  back  pay  accord- 
ingly, retroactive  to  March  1,  1920. 

Carriers^  position, — The  carrier’s  position  is  summarized  as  fol- 
lows : 

It  is  the  carrier’s  position  that  the  road  service  performed  by  these 
employees  is  not  a daily  occurrence,  but  comes  only  about  once  a week. 
This  character  of  work  is  very  specifically  covered  by  section  18, 
article  11,  of  the  signalmen’s  agreement;  that  the  conditions  of 
which  the  employees  are  complaining  and  of  which  they  request  an 
adjustment  back  to  February  1,  1920,  are  conditions  which  were 
created  on  that  date ; and  that  the  conditions  have  existed  ever  since 
that  date  and  at  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920,  they  were  in  existence 
under  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  and 
were  inherited  by  the  Southern  Pacific  Co.  on  March  1,  1920,  this 
inheritance  being  perpetuated  by  the  Labor  Board  Decision  No.  2. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  sections  18  and  20,  Arti- 
cle II  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  Railroad  Sig- 
nalmen of  America,  are  properly  applicable  to  the  service  in  question. 

The  claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  294.— DOCKET  528. 

Chicago,  III.,  Octohei^  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Does  the  position  of  assistant  superintendent,  vehicle 
service,  Washington,  D.  C.,  cgme  within  the  scope  of  the  agreement 
between  the  employees  and  carrier,  effective  February  15,  1920,  as 
defined  in  Article  I thereof? 

Statement . — The  employee  in  question,  designated  as  assistant 
superintendent,  vehicle  service,  reports  to  and  assists  the  superin- 
tendent of  the  vehicle  department  in  the  operation  of  said  depart- 
ment and  in  the  supervision  of  about  110  employees  engaged  therein. 
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The  employees  contend  that  the  employee  holding:  this  position 
is  not  vested  with  the  authority  to  employ  and  discipline  employees 
under  his  sui)ervision,  and  that  he  is  not  an  official  whose  duties  and 
supervisoiy  authority  are  equal  to  those  of  an  agent  or  others  as 
referred  to  in  exception  (&),  rule  1,  Article  I,  of  the  agreement. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  vehicle  department  at  the  station  in 
question  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  a superintendent  who  is  assisted 
by  the  employee  whose  position  is  the  subject  of  this  dispute;  that 
this  employee,  designated  as  “ assistant  superintendent,  vehicle  serv- 
ice,” has  full  authorit}^  over  all  of  the  employees  in  said  depart- 
ment, and  that  he  supervises  three  or  more  subordinate  supervisory 
employees,  and  contends  that  his  position  is  one  which  is  excepted 
from  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  by  exception  (6),  rule  1,  of 
Article  I thereof. 

The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  in  this  case  shows  that  the 
employee  assigned  to  the  position  in  dispute  assists  the  superintend- 
ent in  the  operation  of  the  vehicle  department  and  subdepartments, 
and  that  he  has  full  authority  in  the  absence  of  the  superintendent. 
His  duties  are  exclusively  of  a supervisory  character,  and  he  does 
not  perform  routine  office  work. 

Exception  (Z>),  Article  I,  rule  1,  of  the  agreement,  effective  Feb- 
ruary 15,  1920,  reads  in  part  as  follows : 

This  agreement  shall  not  apply  to  chief  clerks  of  certain  supervisory  agents 
(see  note)  or  to  the  personal  office  forces  of  such  officials  as  superintendents, 
their  equals  or  superiors  in  official  rank,  or  to  route  agents,  traveling  loss-and- 
damage  supervisors,  general  foremen,  who  supervise  three  (.3)  or  more  foremen; 
agents  and  others  whose  duties  are  of  a similar  and  equal  supervising  nature 
and  do  not  perform  routine  office  work ; official  chief  messengers,  or  the  personal 
office  forces  of  general  officers. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  position  in  question 
does  not  come  within  the  scope  of  the  agreement,  effective  February 
15,  1920,  and  the  request  of  the  employees  that  it  be  bulletined  for 
bid  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  295.— DOCKET  536. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  14,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  establishment  of  free  sleeping  quarters 
for  messengers  in  train  service  in  the  North  Pacific  department. 

Statement. — At  certain  points  free  sleeping  quarters  are  provided 
by  the  American  Railway  Express  Co.  for  train  employees  who  are 
away  from  their  home  terminals. 

The  employees  state  that  it  is  the  practice  at  the  present  time  to 
provide  sleeping  quarters  for  express  messengers  at  many  terminals 
in  the  North  Pacific  department;  and  contend  that  the  failure  to 
provide  free  sleeping  quarters  for  the  messengers  involved  in  this 
dispute  who  are  required  to  be  away  from  their  home  terminals  is 
a discrimination. 

The  carrier  states  that  free  sleeping  quarters  are  provided  at  cer- 
tain points,  but  that  it  is  a benefit  not  required  by  any  order  or 
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agreement,  and  that  the  establishment  of  such  free  sleeping  quarters 
is  entirely  voluntary  on  its  part. 

Decisicm, — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shovrs  that  free 
sleeping  quarters  for  messengers  are  not  required  by  any  order  or 
agreement  and  that  their  establishment  is  entirely  voluntary  on  the 
part  of  the  carrier. 

Claim  of  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  296.— DOCKET  538. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  Vf,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  reinstatement  of  B.  H.  Trammell,  who  was 
dismissed  from  the  service  on  September  12,  1920. 

Decision. — Basing  its  decision  on  the  evidence  before  it,  including 
proceedings  of  hearing  conducted  on  September  12,  1921,  the  Labor 
Board  decides  that  request  for  reinstatement  of  B.  H.  Trammell  is 
denied. 


DECISION  NO.  297.— DOCKET  539. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  14,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v,  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  concerning  application  of  rule  79  of  the  agree- 
ment between  employees  and  carrier,  effective  February  15,  1920,  to 
position  in  the  regional  accounting  department,  Chattanooga,  Tenn. 

Statement. — The  employee  involved  in  this  dispute  entered  the 
service  in  the  railway  accounting  department  at  Chattanooga,  Tenn., 
on  January  15,  1920,  at  a salary  of  $70  per  month,  not  having  had 
any  previous  office  experience.  On  April  1,  1920,  the  salary  of  his 
position  was  equalized  at  $85  per  month,  but  he  was  continued  at 
the  rate  of  $70  per  month  until  June  1,  1920,  when  his  salary  was  in- 
creased to  $80  per  month.  On  August  1,  1920,  he  bid  for  and  was 
appointed  to  another  position  at  the  rate  of  $115  per  month.  On 
this  position  he  was  paid  $100  per  month.  He  resigned  September 
22,  1920,  to  enter  college. 

The  employees  contend  that  rule  79  of  the  agreement  supersedes 
subsection  3,  paragraph  (</),  Article  I of  Supplement  19  to  General 
Order  No.  27,  and  that  under  the  provisions  of  said  rule  positions 
and  not  employees  should  be  rated.  The  employees  further  contend 
that  if  rule  79  does  not  supersede  subsection  3,  paragraph  (<^), 
' Article  I of  Supplement  19,  only  such  employees  who  lack  the  neces- 
sary experience  to  perform  the  duties  of  their  assignment  should  be 
placed  on  a salary  basis  established  for  inexperienced  employees, 
and  that  the  promotion  of  the  employee  in  question  to  a higher  rated 
position  shows  that  he  had  the  necessary  qualifications  and  experi- 
ence to  fill  same,  and  that  he  is  therefore  entitled  to  the  full  rare  of 
pay  for  such  position. 
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The  carrier  contends  that  rule  79  of  the  agreement,  effective 
February  15,  1920,  does  not  supersede  subsection  3,  paragraph  {d)^ 
Article  1 of  Supplement  19  to  General  Order  Xo.  27,  and  that  on  the 
contrary  rule  94  of  the  agreement  specifically  preserves  the  rates  of 
pay  authorized  by  Supplement  19  to  General  Order  Xo.  27,  The 
carrier  further  contends  that  the  employee  involved  in  this  dispute 
had  no  previous  experience  in  the  position  for  which  he  was  em- 
ployed or  in  anj^  position  similar  thereto,  and  that  he  received  a 
salary  equal  to  or  exceeding  the  minimum  rates  of  the  positions  he 
held  in  the  service. 

Subsection  3,  paragraph  {d)^  Article  I of  Supplement  19  to  Gen- 
eral Order  Xo.  27  of  the  United  States  Eailroad  Administration, 
reads  as  follows : 

Employees  (except  those  named  in  paragraphs  1 and  2 of  this  section)  enter- 
ing the  service,  who  lack  the  necessary  experience  to  perform  the  work  of  their 
assignment,  shall  receive  sixty  dollars  ($60)  per  month  for  the  tirst  six  months 
of  service;  seventy  dollars  ($70)  per  month  for  the  second  six  months  of 
service ; and  thereafter  the  rate  of  the  job  to  which  assigned.  The  period  of 
experience  in  their  line  of  work  shall  be  cumulative,  and  similar  experience 
in  other  employment  shall  count  the  same  as  if  performed  for  the  express 
company.  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed  to  mean  that  former 
employees  may  not  be  reemployed  and  paid  the  established  rate  of  the  posi- 
tion to  which  assigned. 

Kules  79  and  94  of  the  agreement,  effective  February  15,  1920,  read 
as  follows: 

Rule  79.  Positions  (not  employees)  shall  be  rated,  and  the  transfer  of  rates 
from  one  position  to  another  shall  not  be  permitted. 

Rule  94.  Rates  of  pay  for  employees  named  herein  authorized  by  Supple- 
ment No.  19  to  General  Order  No.  27,  including  addenda,  amendments  and  inter- 
pretations thereof,  also  any  new  rates  which  may  hereafter  be  authorized  by 
the  director  general,  shall  become  a part  of  this  agreement  and  shall  remain 
in  effect  during  Federal  operation  until  changed  as  provided  herein. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  298.— DOCKET  543. 

Chicago,  111.,  October  1^,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Application  of  Decision  Xo.  3 of  the  United  States 
Eailroad  Labor  Board  to  part-time  employee  at  St.  Louis,  Mo. 

Statement. — The  employee  in  question  was  employed  by  the  Amer- 
ican Eailway  Express  Co.  from  March  20  to  August  20,  1920,  as  an 
hourly-rated  part-time  ” employee. 

The  employees  contend  that  this  employee  should  have  received 
an  increase  of  16  cents  per  hour  from  the  effective  date  of  Decision 
No.  3 of  the  Llnited  States  Eailroad  Labor  Board. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  employee  in  question  was  attending 
school  and  was  employed  on  an  hourly  basis  for  short  periods  of 
time,  and  contends  that  he  is  specifically  excepted  from  the  pro- 
visions of  the  agreement  between  employees  and  carriers  effective 
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February  15,  1920,  by  exception  (a),  rule  1 of  Article  I,  which  pro- 
vides that : 

This  agreement  shall  not  apply  to  * * * individuals  performing  special 

service  requiring  only  a part  of  their  time  from  outside  employment  or  busi- 
ness. * * * 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  299.— DOCKET  845. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  29,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers;  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen;  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen;  Order  of  Railway 
Conductors;  Switchmen’s  Union  of  North  America  v.  Ann  Arbor  Rail- 
road Co.  et  al.^ 

While  for  convenience  and  identification  this  proceeding  is  num- 
bered, docketed,  and  styled  as  above  set  out,  it  is  in  substance  and 
fact  an  inquiry  and  proceeding  instituted  and  conducted  by  the 
Railroad  Labor  Board  on  its  own  motion  under  the  provisions  of 
the  statute. 

The  subject  and  impelling  cause  of  the  inquiry  was  the  threatened 
general  strike  of  the  employees  comprising  the  membership  of  the 
above-named  labor  organizations  on  practically  all  the  Class  I car- 
riers in  the  United  States,  which,  if  it  had  culminated,  would  have 
resulted  in  a national  calamity  of  incalculable  magnitude.  It  was 
the  purpose  of  the  Board  to  develop  the  causes  and  true  facts  and 
conditions  to  the  end  that  all  possilDle  measures  might  be  taken  to 
avert  the  disaster.  It  was  shown  that  a vote  had  been  taken  and 
strikes  called  on  all  the  roads — and  as  to  the  Brotherhood  of  Railroad 
Trainmen  had  gone  into  effect  on  one,  the  International  & Great 
Northern — on  account  of  dissatisfaction  with  Decision  No.  147  of 
the  Labor  Board  making  a reduction  in  wages. 

Since  the  hearing  and  as  a result  thereof  the  strikes  have  all  been 
called  off  by  the  officials  of  the  organizations  and  the  danger  of  an 
interruption  of  traffic  removed. 

The  representatives  of  the  carriers  and  the  representatives  of  the 
employees  have  announced  their  intention  and  purpose  to  conform 
to  the  law  and  abide  by  the  orders  of  the  Board.  These  facts  render 
it  unnecessary  for  the  Board  to  make  any  further  orders  on  or  about 
this  matter,  and  move  it  to  congratulate  the  parties  directly  inter- 
ested and  the  public  most  vitally  and  profoundly  interested  on  this 
return  to  industrial  peace,  triumph  of  the  reign  of  law,  and  the  escape 
from  this  national  disaster. 

But  at  this  time,  and  while  the  matter  is  so  intensely  before  the 
minds  of  all,  the  Board  deems  it  expedient  and  proper  to  make  its 
rulings  and  position  on  some  of  the  points  involved  so  clear  that  no 
ground  for  any  misunderstanding  can  hereafter  exist. 

First,  when  any  change  of  wages,  contracts,  or  rules  previously 
in  effect  are  contemplated  or  proposed  by  either  party,  conference 
must  be  had  as  directed  by  the  Transportation  Act  and  by  rules  or 


1 The  carriers  parties  to  this  decision  are  those  named  in  Decision  No.  147  and  addenda 
thereto. 


DECISIONS. 


329 


decisions  of  procedure  promulgated  by  the  Board,  and  where  agree- 
ments are  not  reached  the  dispute  must  be  brought  before  this  Board 
and  no  action  taken  or  change  made  until  authorized  by  the  Board. 

Second,  the  ordering  or  authorizing  of  the  strike  by  the  organi- 
zations of  employees  parties  hereto  was  a violation  of  Decision  No. 
147  of  this  Board,  but  said  strike  order  having  been  withdrawn,  it 
is  not  now  necessary  for  the  Board  to  take  any  further  steps  in  the 
matter. 

The  Board’ desires  to  point  out  that  such  overt  acts  by  either  party 
tending  to  and  threatening  an  interruption  of  the  transportation 
lines,  the  peaceful  and  uninterrupted  operation  of  w^hich  are  so  abso- 
lutely necessary  to  the  peace,  prosperity,  and  safety  of  the  entire 
jieople,  are  in  themselves,  even  when  they  do  not  culminate  in  a stop- 
page of  traffic,  a cause  and  source  of  great  injury  and  damage. 

The  Board  further  points  out  for  the  consideration  of  employees 
interested  that  when  such  action  does  result  in  a strike  the  organiza- 
tion so  acting  has  forfeited  its  rights  and  the  rights  of  its  members 
in  and  to  the  provisions  and  benefits  of  all  contracts  theretofore 
existing,  and  the  employees  so  striking  have  voluntarily  removed 
themselves  from  the  classes  entitled  to  appeal  to  this  Board  for  re- 
lief and  protection. 


DECISION  NO.  300.— DOCKET  122. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  31,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis  Railway. 

Question. — The  questions  in  dispute  are  the  application  of  rate  of 
pay  and  overtime  provisions  of  ash-pit  men  to  employees  engaged  in 
performing  similar  service;  and  that  the  rates  and  overtime  pro- 
visions should  be  retroactive  to  December  16,  1919,  the  effective  date 
of  the  national  agreement. 

Statement. — Employees  of  the  maintenance  of  way  department  at 
Cowan  are  required  to  clean  up  cinders  dumped  on  the  main  line  or 
other  tracks  from  engines  of  through  trains  stopping  for  coal  and 
water — no  ash  pit  being  provided.  The  ties  in  the  track  are  covered 
with  a layer  of  clay  to  prevent  them  from  being  burned.  These  em- 
ployees wheel  the  cinders  to  piles,  from  wffiich  they  are  loaded  in 
cars  by  locomotive  cranes. 

Another  employee  of  the  maintenance  of  way  department  at  an- 
other part  of  the  yard  is  required  to  remove  from  a cinder  pit  the 
cinders  taken  from  engines  laying  over  at  Cowan,  and  load  them  into 
cars  or  wheel  them  to  a point  where  they  can  be  loaded  by  locomo- 
tive crane,  receiving  therefor  the  cinder-pit  men’s  rate.  His  time 
is  devoted  entirely  to  this  class  of  work  and  no  general  cleaning  of 
the  yard  is  done  by  him. 

At  Hollow  Rock  Junction  the  cinders  from  engines  laying  over  are  * 
dumped  on  special  tracks  where  the  ties  are  covered  vvdth  clay  and 
removed  by  employees  of  the  maintenance  of  way  department.  These 
same  employees,  when  not  so  engaged,  often  assist  in  the  removal 
of  cinders  taken  from  through  passenger  engines  while  standing  at 
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tile  station  taking  water  and  awaiting  the  transfer  of  baggage,  mail, 
and  express. 

All  the  above  employees  except  cinder-pit  men  at  Cowan  are  paid 
maintenance-of-way  rates.  Time  for  Sundays  is  at  pro  rata  rates 
in  accordance  with  past  practice. 

The  positions  of  the  employees  and  of  the  carrier  are  summarized 
by  the  Labor  Board  as  follows: 

Employees^  p>osition. — It  is  contended  that  the  employees  herein 
mentioned  are  performing  the  same  class  of  work  as  cinder-pit  men ; 
that  they  should  be  classified  and  rated  the  same  as  cinder-pit  men, 
paid  pro  rata  for  eight  hours,  and  for  all  time  in  excess  of  eight 
hours  and  on  Sunday  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half. 

Carriers  position. — The  carrier  contends  that  the  labor  performed 
by  men  who  handle  cinders  from  tracks  where  there  are  no  cinder 
pits  does  not  come  within  the  scope  of  that  performed  by  ‘‘  ash-pit 
men  ” where  cinders  are  usually  handled  very  hot  or  very  wet,  the 
atmosphere  being  charged  with  sulphurous  fumes  and  vapors  re- 
sulting in  discomfort  and  disagreeable  effects;  that  because  of  these 
conditions  cinder-pit  men  were  accorded  higher  rates  of  pay  than 
men  who  handle  cinders  from  the  tracks  in  connection  with  their 
other  work  of  general  yard  cleaning,  which  has  always  been  classified 
and  paid  for  as  section  labor;  that  the  work  of  removing  cinders 
from  tracks  where  no  cinder  pits  are  installed  is  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  maintenance  of  way  department;  and  that  to  grant  the 
demands  of  these  employees  would  furnish  basis  for  all  section 
laborers  in  yards  and  on  line  of  road,  who  are  required  to  remove 
ashes  dumped  from  an  engine,  to  claim  the  higher  rate  paid  cinder- 
pit  men. 

Decision. — {a)  The  Labor  Board  decides  that  at  points  where 
there  is  a sufficient  amount  of  this  work  to  occupy  the  time  of  one 
or  more  men,  such  men  (or  man)  shall  be  paid  the  rate  and  receive 
the  overtime  conditions  established  for  ash-pit  men. 

(Z>)  This  decision  shall  be  effective  as  of  November  1,  1921. 

{c)  This  decision  shall  not  be  construed  to  mean  that  section 
laborers  or  other  laborers  employed  in  and  around  shops  or  yards, 
who  are  required  among  their  other  duties  to  remove  cinders  from 
tracks,  shall  come  under  the  provisions  of  preceding  paragraph  {a). 

This  decision  is  based  on  the  particular  facts  in  this  case. 


DECISION  NO.  301.— DOCKET  317. 

Chicago,  111.,  October  31,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — What  increase  should  have  been  applied  to  rates  of  pay 
for  laborers  employed  at  coal  wharves  on  line  of  road  and  at  ter- 
minals under  the  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2? 

Statement. — On  the  Norfolk  & Western  Eailway  there  are  a num- 
ber of  coal  chutes  or  coaling  stations  located  at  convenient  points 
along  the  lines  and  not  within  the  limits  of  the  terminal  yards.  The 
carrier  has  applied  the  increase  of  10  cents  per  hour  specified  in 
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section  8,  Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2,  to  coal-cliiite  men  within 
the  limits  of  the  terminal  yards,  and  the  increase  of  cents  per 
hour  specified  in  section  6 of  Article  III  to  employees  at  coal  wharves 
on  line  of  road. 

Prior  to  Federal  control  an  agreement  was  in  effect  stipulating 
that  coal  wharf  laborers  were  to  be  paid  the  same  rate  per  hour  as 
section  laborers  in  their  respective  localities.  Prior  to  the  applica- 
tion of  Decision  No.  2 the  coal  wharf  laborers  on  line  of  road  were 
paid  the  same  rate  as  section  laborers,  viz,  40  cents  per  hour.  In 
the  application  of  Decision  No.  2 this  rate  was  advanced  to  48^ 
cents  per  hour.  Laborers  employed  at  coal  wharves  at  terminals 
are  carried  on  the  motive  power  pay  rolls  as  coalers,  and  prior  to 
Decision  No.  2 were  paid  43  cents  per  hour,  to  which  the  10  cents 
per  hour  provided  in  section  8 of  Article  III  Avas  added,  making 
the  new  rate  53  cents  per  hour. 

Employees'  position. — The  employees’  position  is  quoted  in  part  as 
follows : 

We  contend  that  under  section  8,  Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2,  coal-chute 
men  are  entitled  to  10  cents  per  hour  increase,  which  should  cover  all  men 
doing  that  particular  class  of  work,  whether  inside  terminal  yards  or  outside 
of  yards  along  the  lines. 

CanneEs  position. — The  position  of  the  carrier  is  summarized  as 
follows : 

The  carrier  contends  that  in  view  of  the  agreement  in  effect  prior 
to  Federal  control  and  the  fact  that  coal- wharf  laborers  along  line 
of  road  were  paid  the  same  rate  as  section  laborers  prior  to  the  issu- 
ance of  Decision  No.  2,  the  increase  provided  for  section  laborers  by 
Decision  No.  2 is  properly  applicable  to  these  employees. 

Decision. — The  increases  sjiecified  in  Decision  No.  2 were  predi- 
cated upon  the  rates  of  pay  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of 
the  United  States  Kailroad  Administration. 

If  the  employees  in  question  were  classified  and  rated  in  accord- 
ance with  section  (^),  Article  I of  Supplement  No.  8,  or  section  (h), 
Article  V of  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27,  the  increase 
pro  Added  in  section  6,  Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2,  is  applicable. 

For  employees  classified  and  paid  under  section  (a).  Article  V of 
Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27,  the  increase  specified  in 
section  8,  article  III  of  Decision  No.  2 should  be  applied. 


DECISION  NO.  302.— DOCKET  364. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  31,  1921. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Denver  Union  Terminal  Raihvay  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  telegraph  operator  for  pay  under  overt ime- 
and-cal!  rule  for  working  the  entire  period  of  another  assignment  in 
addition  to  full  compensation  for  regular  assignment. 

Etojtement. — The  employee  iiiA^olved  in  this  dispute  is  assigned  to 
third  trick,  from  11  p.  m.  to  7 a.  m.  September  3,  4,  and  5,  1920,  he 
was  required  to  Avork  the  second  shift,  from  3 p.  m.  to  11  p.  m.,  for 
which  he  was  paid  at  the  straight-time  rate  of  the  second  shift. 
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The  employees  contend  that  this  change  was  made  for  the  purpose 
of  absorbing  overtime,  and  that  under  the  provisions  of  the  agree- 
ment between  the  employees  and  the  carrier  above  named,  effective 
December  26,  1919,  an  employee  required  by  proper  authority  to 
work  in  place  of  another  employee  on  another  shift  should  be  paid  at 
overtime  rates  for  the  period  worked  on  the  other  shift  in  addition 
to  compensation  for  his  own  shift. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  employee  in  question  was  paid  at  the 
straight-time  rate  of  the  position  filled,  and  that  this  method  of 
payment  is  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  agree- 
ment above  referred  to. 

Paragraph  {d)^  Article  IV  of  the  agreement,  effective  December 
26,  1919,  reads  as  follows : 

((7)  Employees  will  not  be  required  to  suspend  work  during  regular  work- 
ing hours  or  to  absorb  overtime. 

Paragraphs  {a)  and  (c).  Article  X of  the  agreement,  read  as 
follows : 

{a)  When  an  employee  is  released  from  duty  it  shall  extend  to  his  next 
period  for  commencing  work.  If  held  after  established  hours,  will  be  entitled 
to  continuous  time  until  released. 

(c)  When  an  employee  is  required  by  proper  authority  to  work  in  place  of 
another  employee  on  another  shift,  he  shall  be  paid  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  paragraph  (7>),  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (c)  of  Article  IV. 

Paragraphs  {h)  and  (c)  of  Article  IV  read  as  follows: 

(&)  Overtime  shall  be  computed  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  time.  Even 
hours  shall  be  paid  for  at  the  end  of  each  pay  period ; fractions  thereof  will  be 
carried  forward. 

(c)  When  notified  or  called  to  work  outside  of  established  hours,  employees 
will  be  paid  a minimum  allowance  of  two  hours  at  overtime  rate. 

Decision. — Eequest  of  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  303.— DOCKET  391. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  31,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana. 

Question. — Proper  classification  and  rate  of  pay  for  certain  men 
employed  at  the  wood-preserving  plant.  Southern  Pacific  Eailroad, 
Houston,  Tex. 

Statement. — The  Labor  Board  summarizes  the  facts  as  follows: 

The  wood-preserving  plant  is  a part  of  the  stores  department  or- 
ganization. It  is  the  central  storage  plant  for  ties,  bridge  timbers, 
and  other  timber  and  material  for  use  of  the  maintenance  of  way  de- 
partment. Some  of  the  material  is  laid  out,  bored,  and  cut  to  size 
before  being  treated. 

It  is  stated  by  the  carrier  that  all  of  the  laying  out  and  work  re- 
quiring any  skill  is  done  by  men  who  are  assigned  to  this  work  and 
are  paid  mechanics’  rates,  and  that  there  are  approximately  175  men 
employed  at  the  plant,  all  of  whom,  excepting  a very  limited  number, 
are  laborers. 
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In  the  evidence  filed  by  the  representatives  of  the  employees  it  is 
stated  that  there  are  10  men  involved  in  this  dispute — 2 gang  foremen, 
3 mechanics,  and  5 helpers;  that  the  classification  and  rate  of  pay 
of  the  remainder  of  the  force,  or  approximately  165  men,  are  not  in- 
volved in  this  dispute ; and  that  the  work  of  the  10  men  in  question 
consists  of  the  same  class  of  work  as  that  performed  by  regular  road 
and  3^ard  bridge  and  building  gangs  and  that  they  use  the  same 
kind  of  tools. 

The  evidence  indicates  a difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  agvee- 
nient  governing  as  well  as  the  class  of  work  performed,  the  carrier 
contending  that-  laborers  in  and  around  storehouses  are  covered  by 
section  3,  rule  1 of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  and  that  they  are 
excepted  from  the  provisions  of  the  maintenance  of  way  national 
agreement,  but  that  they  would  be  obliged  to  meet  the  representative 
of  the  employees  who  had  the  majority  representation.  The  rep- 
resentatives of  the  employees  state  that  they  would  not  undertake  to 
classify  a laborer  as  a mechanic,  or  a laborer  as  a mechanic’s  helper, 
but  contend  that  men  who  perform  mechanical  work  should  be  paid 
the  mechanic’s  rate  and  those  who  perform  helpers’  work  should  be 
paid  the  helpers’  rate  and  the  laborers  should  be  paid  the  laborers’  rate. 

Decision. — ^^The  evidence  in  this  dispute  is  not  sufficiently  clear,  and 
the  Labor  Board  does  not  feel  justified  in  rendering  its  decision  based 
thereon;  and  therefore  decides  that  representatives  of  all  parties 
directly  interested  arrange  to  jointly  conduct  an  investigation  on  the 
premises  of  the  wood-preserving  plant,  Houston,  Tex.,  and  if  unable 
to  dispose  of  the  questions  in  dispute  the  parties  thereto  will  jointly 
resubmit  the  case  to  the  Labor  Board  for  final  disposition. 


DECISION  NO.  304.— DOCKET  535. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  31,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Claim  for  compensation  of  position  awarded  employee 
who  was  the  successful  applicant  for  same. 

Statement. — The  employee  involved  in  this  dispute  bid  upon  and 
was  awarded  express  messenger  run  between  Butte,  Mont.,  and  Mis- 
soula, Mont.,  on  July  31,  1920,  but  was  not  transferred  to  same  until 
August  31,  1920. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  employees  that  since  the  employee  in 
question  was  holding  a position  paying  a lesser  rate  than  the  position 
which  he  bid  upon  and  was  awarded,  he  should  have  been  transferred 
to  his  new  position  immediately  after  the  assignment  was  posted,  or 
paid  at  the  rate  of  pay  of  the  new  position. 

The  carrier  admits  that  employee  involved  bid  upon  and  was 
awarded  the  position  in  question  and  that  he  was  not  transferred  to 
same  for  a period  of  approximately  30  days.  It  is  stated  by  the 
carrier  that  the  delay  in  making  the  transfer  was  due  to  the  many 
changes  to  be  made  at  one  time  and  the  fact  that  a large  number  of 
employees  were  absent  on  vacation.  The  carrier  contends  that  it  has 
complied  with  all  of  the  rules  of  the  national  agreement,  effective 
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February  15,  1920,  and  that  to  grant  the  employees’  contention  in 
this  case  would  result  in  paying  for  service  not  rendered. 

liule  10  of  the  agreement,  effective  February  15,  1920,  reads  as 
follows : 

New  positions  or  vacancies  will  be  promptly  bulletined  in  agreed-upon 
places,  accessible  to  all  employees  affected,  for  a period  of  ten  (10)  days  in  the 
districts  where  they  occur,  bulletin  to  show  location,  title,  description  of  posi- 
tion, and  rate  of  pay.  Employees  desiring  such  positions  will  file  their  appli- 
cations with  the  designated  official  within  that  time,  and  an  assignment  will 
be  made  within  ten  (10)  days  thereafter;  the  name  of  the  successful  applicant 
will  immediately  thereafter  be  posted  for  a period  of  five  (5)  days  where  the 
position  was  bulletined. 

The  Labor  Board  construes  the  above-quoted  rule  to  require  the 
posting  of  new  positions  or  vacancies  for  a period  of  10  days  in  the 
district  where  they  occur,  and  that  an  assignment  shall  "be  made 
within  10  days  thereafter. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  employee  involved  in 
this  dispute  is  entitled  to  the  rate  of  the  position  of  express  mes- 
senger between  Butte,  Mont.,  and  Missoula,  Mont.,  from  the  expira- 
tion of  the  10- day  period  allowed  the  carrier  for  assignment. 


DECISION  NO.  305.— DOCKET  547. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  31,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Claim  for  additional  compensation  for  service  per- 
formed on  holidays. 

Statement. — Certain  employees  of  the  American  Bail  way  Express 
Co.  at  Louisville  and  Lexington,  Ky.,  were  required  to  work  on  New 
Year’s  Bay,  Washington’s  Birthday,  Decoration  Day,  Fourth  of 
July,  Labor  Day,  and  Thanksgiving  Day.  The  employees  so  worked 
were  given  a day  off  in  lieu  thereof.  The  carrier  has  discontinued 
the  practice,  but  has  declined  to  allow  claim  for  additional  pay  at 
pro  rata  rate  for  the  time  so  worked. 

The  employees  state  that  the  employees  in  question  at  Louisville 
and  Lexington,  Ky.,  were  required  to  work  on  holidays  prescribed 
in  rule  61  of  the  agreement,  effective  February  15,  1920;  and  con- 
tend that  these  employees  were  required  to  take  a day  off  in  lieu  of 
said  holidays  and  are,  therefore,  entitled  to  an  extra  day’s  pay  for 
work  performed  thereon. 

The  carrier  admits  that  the  employees  in  question  were  required 
to  work  on  certain  holidays,  but  denies  that  the  employees  were  i*e- 
quired  to  take  a day  off  in  lieu  thereof.  The  carrier  contends  that 
the  employees  accepted  the  days  off  in  lieu  of  the  holidays,  and  that 
as  soon  as  objection  was  made  to  the  practice  it  was  discontinued. 
The  carrier  further  contends  that  the  practice  was  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  absorbing  overtime,  and  that  as  soon  as  the  objection  was 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  management  it  was  immediately 
corrected. 

Eule  No.  61  of  the  agreement  reads  as  follows : 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules  time  worked  on  Sundays  (or 
day  given  in  lieu  thereof)  and  the  following  holidays:  New  Year’s,  Washing- 
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ton’s  Birthday,  Decoration  Day,  Fourth  of  July,  Labor  Day,  Thanksgiving, 
and  Christmas  (see  note)  shall  be  paid  for  at  the  pro  rata  hourly  rate  when 
the  entire  number  of  hours  constituting  the  regular  weekday  assignment  are 
worked. 

Where  an  agreement  or  practice  more  favorable  to  the  employees  is  in 
effect,  such  agreement  or  practice  in  so  far  as  it  relates  to  this  rule  61  shall 
be  retained. 

Note. — Where  the  exigencies  of  service  require  employees  to  work  on  Christ- 
mas, and  they  are  so  worked,  they  shall  be  given  a day  off  either  in  December 
or  January  in  lieu  thereof.  If  worked  on  such  day  off,  they  shall  be  paid  as 
provided  in  rules  61  and  62. 

Decision. — The  claim  of  the  employees  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  306.— DOCKET  526. 

Chicago,  III.,  Noveml)er  2,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  clerical  employees  for  14  days'  pay  for  two 
weeks’  vacation  under  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

Statement. — The  position  of  the  employees  and  the  carrier  is 
quoted  from  the  joint  submission,  as  follows: 

Employees'  position. — Prior  to  and  during  Government  control  it  was  the 
practice  on  the  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  to  give  employees  two  weeks’  va- 
cation with  pay.  Since  January  1,  1920,  or  the  effective  date  of  the  national 
agreement,  this  practice  was  discontinued  with  certain  clerks  who  are  required 
to  work  7 days  per  week,  the  i*ailway  company  contending  that  the  national 
agreement,  which  provided  a 306-day  per  year  basis  for  paying,  eliminated  the 
necessity  of  paying  for  the  seventh  day  of  each  week  of  vacation.  We  contend 
that  the  employee  is  entitled  to  2 weeks’  vacation  with  pay,  which  means  the 
continuation  of  the  policy  that  was  in  effect  prior  to  and  during  Government 
control,  and  that  the  national  agreement  does  not  justify  the  contention  of 
the  railway  company  in  depriving  the  7-day-per-week  employees  of  their  pay 
for  the  2 extra  days  in  their  vacation.  In  other  words,  the  company  is  giv- 
ing the  7-day-per-week  employees  12  days’  vacation  with  pay,  and  our  conten- 
tion is  they  should  have  14  days’  vacation  with  pay. 

Carrier's  position. — Under  the  provisions  of  the  national  agreement  with  the 
clerks,  effective  January  1,  1920,  clerical  employees  were  placed  on  daily  basis, 
their  daily  rate  being  fixed  on  basis  of  306  days  per  year.  Time  worked  on 
Sundays  and  holidays  is  paid  for  in  addition  to  the  306  days  which  covers  the 
yearly  salary.  When  clerks  are  given  2 calendar  weeks’  vacation,  in  accord- 
ance with  our  previous  practice,  and  paid  for  the  days  off,  exclusive  of  Sun- 
days and  holidays,  they  are  being  paid  the  same  amount  and  allowed  the  same 
number  of  days  off  as  was  the  practice  before  they  were  placed  on  daily  basis. 

Prior  to  January  1,  1920,  the  effective  date  of  the  clerks’  national  agree- 
ment, a clerk’s  monthly  rate  and  earnings  were  practically  the  same  thing. 
The  national  agreement,  however,  established  a distinction  between  an  em- 
ployee’s rate  and  his  earning,  his  rate  being  the  amount  he  is  paid  for  each 
of  the  six  days  per  week,  while  his  earnings  include  not  only  his  rate  of  pay. 
but  pay  for  overtime  and  Sunday  work. 

The  daily  rates  of  the  national  agreement  were  established  solely  on  the 
working  days  of  the  year.  Service  on  Sundays  is  paid  for  in  addition  to  the 
compensation  allowed  for  service  on  week  days.  Such  pay  for  Sunday 
service,  however,  is  not  an  unconditional  guaranty  to  which  the  employee  is 
entitled,  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  accrues  only  on  the  condition  that  he  perfonns 
service  on  Sunday.  We  do  not  pay  a clerk  for  Sunday  unless  he  works  Sun- 
day. In  this  respect  pay  for  Sunday  differs  from  pay  for  the  six  days  of  the 
week.  A road  can  avoid  payment  for  Sundays  by  not  requiring  clerks  to  work, 
but  it  can  not  avoid  payment  for  six  days  per  week  by  requiring  a clerk  to 
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work  only  five  days,  except  when  holidays  occur.  Therefore,  as  we  see  it, 
employees  have  no  unqualified  right  to  claim  pay  for  Sundays  unless  they  work 
on  Sundays.  For  this  reason  7-day  workers  are  no  more  entitled  to  pay  for 
Sundays  while  on  vacation  than  they  would  be  entitled  to  pay  for  overtime, 
assuming  that  they  worked  regularly  one  or  two  hours’  overtime  evei'y  day 
throughout  the  year. 

It  is  not  our  understanding  that  there  is  anything  in  the  clerks’  national 
agreement  or  interpretations  issued  thereto  by  the  United  States  Railroad 
Administration  which  would  mean  that  a carrier  would  have  to  pay  more  for 
vacation  under  the  national  agreement  than  prior  thereto.  If  7-day  workers 
are  allowed  pay  for  12  days  for  a vacation  of  “ 2 calendar  weeks  ” under  the 
national  agreement,  they  will  at  the  end  of  the  year  receive  for  the  week  days 
of  the  year  the  same  amount  of  money  as  they  received  for  the  calendar  year 
prior  to  the  national  agreement.  Since,  in  1920,  the  salary  of  employees  was 
divided  into  306  equal  parts,  a 7-day  employee  paid  for  12  working  days  for 
a vacation  of  2 calendar  weeks  and  working  the  remaining  294  days  would 
receive  at  the.  end  of  the  year  under  the  national  agreement  the  same  amount 
of  money  for  the  306  days  that  he  received  for  365  days  of  the  year  previous. 
The  carrier,  therefore,  feels  that  these  employees  are  being  properly  com- 
pensated for  their  vacations  in  accordance  with  previous  practice. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  307.— DOCKET  138. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemher  4,  1921. 

Association  of  Colored  Railway  Trainmen  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co.; 

Yazoo  & Mississippi  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Complaint  against  the  continuance  of  following  the 
rule  in  agreement  entered  into  between  the  representatives  of  the 
carriers  and  their  employees  in  train  service,  reading : 

When  trainmen  or  yard  forces  are  reduced  the  men  involved  will  be  dis- 
placed in  the  order  of  their  seniority,  regardless  of  color.  When  a vacancy 
occurs  or  any  new  runs  are  created,  the  senior  man  will  be  preferred  in  choice 
of  runs  or  vacancies,  either  as  flagmen,  brakemen,  or  switchmen,  except  that 
negroes  are  not  to  be  used  as  conductors,  baggagemen,  or  flagmen.  Negroes 
are  not  to  be  used  as  flagmen,  except  that  those  now  in  that  service  may  be 
retained  therein  with  their  seniority  rights;  no  porter  to  have  any  trainmen’s 
rights,  except  where  he  may  have  established  same  by  three  months  con- 
tinually in  the  freight  service. 

All  rules,  regulations,  or  agreements  in  conflict  with  the  foregoing  are  null 
and  void. 

Decision. — After  careful  consideration  of  the  evidence  submitted, 
including  the  proceedings  of  hearing  held  in  Memphis,  Tenn.,  the 
Labor  Board  decides  that  the  schedule  containing  the  rule  in  ques- 
tion was  negotiated  by  representatives  of  a majority  of  the  class 
of  employees  interested  in  this  dispute. 

Some  of  the  evidence  submitted  indicates  that  in  some  instances 
senior  white  flagmen  have,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
schedule,  bid  in  positions  as  head  brakemen  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
placing colored  head  brakemen  with  less  service  age,  leaving  vacant 
position  of  flagmen,  for  which  position  colored  men  are  not  eligible, 
which  is  then  bid  in  by  a junior  white  man.  The  Labor  Board  can 
not  approve  of  any  discrimination  in  favor  of  or  against  either  white 
or  colored  employees  in  the  application  of  the  provisions  of  the  rule 
regarding  which  complaint  is  made. 

The  complaint  is  therefore  dismissed  and  the  request  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  308.— DOCKET  159. 

Chicago,  111.,  November  Jj,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers;  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginenien  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Kate  of  pay  for  new  type  of  locomotives  leased  tem- 
porarily from  other  lines. 

Statement. — The  submission  contains  the  following  joint  statement 
of  facts: 

This  question  involves  controversy  as  to  whether  the  use  of  Santa  Fe  loco- 
motives for  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  traffic  movements,  when  such 
movements  are  made  hy  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  crews,  constitutes 
the  “ introduction  ” of  a different  type  of  locomotive,  when  the  locomotive  so 
used  is  of  a different  type  than  those  owned  and  operated  by  the  Los  Angeles 
& Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co.,  as  contemplated  under  paragraph  (&),  Article  V,  of 
Supplement  24  to  General  Order  27.  If  so,  would  Southern  Pacific  mountain 
rates,  which  rates  are  highest  in  the  territory,  apply? 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  rates  of  pay  for  loco- 
motives borrowed  temporarily  from  the  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa 
Fe  Railroad  Co.  shall  be  the  same  as  the  rates  paid  by  the  Los  An- 
geles Sc  Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co.  for  its  locomotives,  which  come 
within  the  corresponding  “ weight  on  drivers  ” classification. 


DECISION  NO.  309.— DOCKET  169. 


Chicano,  III.,  November  -J,  1921. 


United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Litchfield  & Madison  Railway  Co. 

Question. — This  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  reinstatement  of  O.  H. 
Davis,  formerly  employed  as  section  foreman  by  the  Litchfield  & 
Madison  Railway  Co.,  who  was  dismissed  from  the  service  August 
27,  1920. 

Decision. — Based  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  the  Labor  Board 
denies  the  request  for  reinstatement  of  the  employee  in  question. 


DECISION  NO.  310.— DOCKET  181. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemher  t,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginenien;  Brotherhood  of  Loco- 
motive Engineers  v.  Oregon-Washington  Railroad  &,  Navigation  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  additional  paragraph  amending  schedule 
rule  which  defines  local  or  way  freight  service. 

Statement.' — The  submission  contained  the  following: 

Paragraph  (&),  Article  IV  of  engineers  and  firemen’s  schedule,  effective  May 
1,  1920,  reads  as  follows : 

“(6)  For  local  or  way  freight  service,  fifty-two  cents  (52  c.)  per  100  miles  or 
less  for  engineers,  and  forty  cents  (40  c.)  per  100  miles  or  less  for  firemen  shall 
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be  added  to  the  throiij?h  freight  rates,  according  to  class  of  engine ; miles  over 
100  to  be  paid  for  pro  rata. 

“ Local  or  way  freight  service  is  understood  to  mean  the  train  that  goes  over 
the  district  handling  the  usual  way  freight  and  local  switching  service — what 
is  commonly  termed  the  ‘ local  ’ carrying  ‘ peddler  ’ cars,  loading  and  unload- 
ing way  freight  and  doing  the  switching.” 

The  employees  request  an  additional  paragraph  reading: 

This  does  not  apply  to  trains  setting  out  or  picking  up  cars  at  stations,  or 
picking  up  or  dropping  tonnage  en  route,  or  loading  or  unloading  small  lots  of 
perishable  freight ; but  if  trains  shall  load  or  unload  way  freight  or  do  station 
switching  at  two  or  more  stations  en  route,  it  shall  be  regarded  as  a local 
freight  train  and  paid  local  freight  rates  for  the  entire  trip. 

Decision. — The  parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Labor  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  311.-  DOCKET  182. 

Chicago,  III.,  ISfovennher  Jf,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  rule  guaranteeing  men  in  assigned  service 
certain  mileage  per  day  for  each  day  of  assignment. 

Decision. — The  parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Labor  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  312.—DOCKET  183. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  It,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  rule  reading  as  follows : 

Engineers  and  firemen  will  be  paid  a differential  of  eighty  (80  c.)  per  100 
miles  above  valley  rates  on  districts  between  Biggs  and  Shaniko,  Arlington  and 
Condon,  Umatilla  and  Huntington,  La  Grande  and  Joseph,  Pendleton  and  Star- 
buck,  Tekoa  and  Starbuck  via  Colfax,  Tekoa  and  Burke,  and  Tekoa  and 
Spokane. 

Decision. — The  parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Labor  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  313.— DOCKET  184. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  It,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  and  Brotherhood  of  Loco- 
motive Engineers  v.  Oregon-Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  rule  reading  as  follows : 

Engineers  and  firemen  will  report  for  and  be  relieved  from  duty  at  passenger 
station  at  Portland,  Seattle,  and  Spokane. 
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Decision. — The  parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Labor  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  314.— DOCKET  185. 

Chwago,  III.,  November  4,  1921. 

Brotiierhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  and  Brotherhood  of  Loco- 
motive Engineers  v.  Oregon-Washiiigton  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  rules  to  provide  for  payment  of  initial  and 
terminal  switching  and  delays  on  the  minute  basis. 

Decision. — The  parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Labor  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  315.— DOCKET  186. 

, Chicago,  III.,  November  If,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  and  Brotherhood  of  Loco- 
motive Engineers  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  rule  reading  as  follows: 

The  adjustment  of  any  claim  will  establish  the  basis  for  the  adjustment  of 
similar  claims. 

Decision. — The  parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Labor  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  316.— DOCKET  187. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  If,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  and  Brotherhood  of  Loco- 
motive Engineers  v.  Oregon-Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  rules  governing  hostler  service. 

Decision. — The  parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Labor  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  317.— DOCKET  188. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  If,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  and  Brotherhood  of  Loco- 
motive Engineers  v.  Oregon-Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  Fireman  J.  Berry  for  time  account  of  the 
carrier  having  refused  to  permit  him  to  displace  Engineer  Nugent 
on  a hostling  position. 

Decision. — The  parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Labor  Board. 
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DECISION  NO.  318.— DOCKET  218. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemher  Ji,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Bailroad  Trainmen  and  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v. 

Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Claim  of  Brakeman  J.  E.  Pierce,  Oakland,  Alameda, 
and  Berkeley  suburban  passenger  service,  Western  Division,  for 
minimum  passenger  day  for  extra  service  performed  before  begin- 
ning regular  assignment  during  October,  1919. 

/Statement. — The  submission  contained  the  following  joint  state- 
ment of  facts : 

On  October  2 and  4,  1919,  J.  R.  Pierce,  brakeman,  was  regularly  assigned 
12.54  p.  m.  to  8.40  p.  m.,  and  on  October  3 and  11,  1919,  was  regularly  assigned 
1.24  p.  m.  to  9.09  p.  m.,  short  turn-around  suburban  passenger  service. 

On  the  above  dates  Brakeman  Pierce  was  called  for  7.05  a.  m.,  and  used  until 
7.57  a.  m.  in  short  turn-around  extra  passenger  service  before  beginning  his 
regular  assignment. 

One  minimum  passenger  day  was  claimed  in  addition  to  regular  assignment 
for  each  day  used  in  extra  service  7.05  a.  m.  to  7.57  a.  m.  He  was  allowed 
two  hours  for  this  extra  service. 

Decision. — The  matters  complained  of  in  the  application  having 
occurred  before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  by 
wEich  the  Labor  Board  was  created,  the  Board  decides  that  it  is 
without  jurisdiction. 

The  application  is  therefore  dismissed. 


DECISION  NO.  319.— DOCKET  219. 


Chicago,  III.,  November  k,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  and  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v. 

Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Claim  of  Conductors  Gooding,  Boone,  DeFraites,  and 
other  trainmen,  Los  Angeles  Division,  for  local  rates  of  pay  in 
service  specified  in  the  following  statement : 

Statement. — The  submission  contained  the  following  joint  state- 
ment of  facts : 

Conductors  (f coding,  Boone,  DeFraites,  and  other  trainmen  were  assigned  to 
through  and  irregular  freight  service  between  Indio  and  Yuma. 

On  June  7,  1919,  Conductor  Gooding  and  crew  were  used  on  melon  train 
8/244,  Indio  to  Niland,  and  East  Niland  to  Yuma,  via  Inter-California,  dis- 
tance 1(30  miles. 

On  June  8,  1919,  Conductor  Gooding  and  crew  were  used  on  melon  train  2692 
west,  Yuma  to  Niland  and  return  to  Yuma,  via  Inter-California,  distance  168 
miles. 

On  June  11,  1919,  Conductor  Boone  and  crew  were  used,  Indio  to  Yuma,  via 
Inter-California,  distance  160  miles,  handling  ice,  ice  refrigerators,  empty  re- 
frigerators, and  melons. 

During  June  and  July,  1919,  a number  of  other  trainmen  performed  similar 
service.  Crews  assigned  regularly  to  melon-hauling  service  and  melon-switch- 
ing crews  are  paid  local  freight  rates. 

Decision, — The  matter  complained  of  in  the  application  having 
occurred  before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  by 
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which  the  Labor  Board  was  created,  the  Board  decides  that  it  is 
without  jurisdiction. 

The  application  is  therefore  dismissed. 


DECISION  NO.  320.— DOCKET  220. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  4,  1021. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  and  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Claim  for  time  consumed  by  through  and  irregular 
freight  crews  setting  out  and  picking  up  cars  and  trains  at  Nutglade, 
Small,  and  Castle  Crag  during  June,  1919. 

Decision. — The  matters  complained  of  in  the  application  having 
occurred  before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  by 
which  the  Labor  Board  was  created,  the  Board  decides  that  it  is 
without  jurisdiction. 

The  application  is,  therefore,  dismissed. 


DECISION  NO.  321.— DOCKET  221. 

Chicago,  111.,  November  4,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  and  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v. 

Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Claim  of  Passenger  Brakemen  C.  C.  Yohn  and  H. 
Boring,  Los  Angeles  Division,  for  deadhead  Los  Angeles  to  Indio 
and  return  in  service  on  May  13,  1919. 

Statement. — The  submission  contained  the  following  joint  state- 
ment of  facts : 

On  May  13,  1919,  freight  trainmen  were  deadheaded  Los  Angeles  to  Indio 
and  return  with  soldier  train.  Brakemen  Yohn  and  Boring,  extra  passenger 
brakemen,  waiting  for  service  at  Los  Angeles,  claimed  they  should  have  been 
used  instead  of  freight  brakemen. 

Decision. — The  matters  complained  of  in  the  application  having 
occurred  before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  by 
which  the  Labor  Board  was  created,  the  Board  decides  that  it  is 
without  jurisdiction. 

The  application  is,  therefore,  dismissed. 


DECISION  NO.  322.— DOCKET  275. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  4,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  and  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v. 
Spokane,  Portland  & Seattle  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  for  back  pay  under  the  provisions  of  section  1, 
Article  XIII  of  Decision  No.  2,  for  emplo^^ee  dismissed  from  the 
service  on  June  26,  1920. 
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Statew.ent.~Th.Q  submission  contained  the  following  joint  state- 
ment of  facts : 

J.  C.  Clements,  conductor,  Spokane,  Portland  & Seattle  Railway  Co.,  was  in 
the  service  of  the  railway  company  on  May  1,  1920,  and  prior  thereto.  He  was 
dismissed  from  service  June  26,  1920,  for  failure  to  properly  protect  his  train 
while  on  main  line.  Railvv^ay  company  declines  to  pay  Mr.  Clements  the  back 
pay  accruing  under  the  provisions  of  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board 
Decision  No.  2 between  May  1 and  June  26,  1920. 

Deeision,—~8ubsQqaent  to  the  submission  of  this  case  the  Labor 
Board  issued  Interpretation  No.  19  to  Decision  No.  2.  Section  5 of 
the  interpretation  reads  as  follows: 

Employees  dismissed  from  the  service  for  any  reason  are  entitled  to  back 
pay  for  service  performed  during  the  retroactive  period,  except  such  employees 
who  voluntarily  suspended  work  and  come  within  the  scope  of  Order  No.  1 and 
Decision  No.  1 issued  by  the  Board  under  the  dates  of  April  19  and  20,  1920, 
respectively. 

This  decides  the  question  at  issue. 


DECISION  NO.  323.--DOCKET  277. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novernher  If,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  and  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v.  Louis- 
ville & Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — ^Claim  of  Conductor  W.  G.  Key  for  work-train  rate  of 
pay  account  unloading  car  of  cinders  near  passenger  station  at  Belle- 
ville, 111.,  while  on  duty  in  yard  service. 

Statement. — The  submission  contained  the  following: 

Statement  of  facts. — Conductor  Key  performs  combination  service ; he  handles 
two  mixed  trains  daily  except  Sunday  on  the  O’Fallon  Branch,  running  out  of 
Belleville,  which  service  does  not  ordinarily  require  more  than  one-fonrth 
of  his  working  day ; the  remainder  of  the  day  is  spent  in  switching  service  in 
and  about  Belleville.  An  agreed  specified  rate  of  pay  was  applied  to  this  light 
branch  and  yard  service  prior  to  the  issuance  of  Supplement  No.  16  to  General 
Order  No.  27.  Under  that  supplement  through-freight  rates  were  allowed,  and 
it  is  still  so  paid. 

On  March  20,  1920,  Conductor  Key  unloaded  a car  of  cinders  near  the  Belle- 
ville passenger  station,  the  location  in  question  being  within  the  Belleville  yard 
switching  limits.  The  time  consumed  in  this  was  approximately  20  minutes.  On 
account  of  this  work  Conductor  Key  claims  that  he  should  receive  work-train 
rate  for  that  day. 

Employees'  position. — The  service  performed  by  Conductor  Key  should  be 
paid  for  under  section  (c)  instead  of  section  {a)  of  Article  IV,  as  provided  in 
section  {a)  of  Article  X of  the  agreement.  Work-train  service  was  performed 
on  this  trip  in  addition  to  the  through-freight  service. 

Carrier's  position.— Vviov  to  October  1,  1919,  the  effective  date  of 
the  fourteenth  conductors’  agreement  (we  are  now  using  the  fif- 
teenth), the  Belleville-O’Fallon  Branch  run,  combined  with  switch- 
ing service  at  Belleville,  was  paid  a specified  monthly  rate  with 
overtime  after  9 hours  and  12  minutes.  In  arriving  at  an  under- 
standing with  the  committee  upon  which  their  agreement  above 
mentioned  was  based,  on  September  19,  1919,  they  agreed  to  the 
application  of  the  through  freight  and  mixed  service  rate  to  this 
service. 

The  train  service  consists  of  an  early  morning  trip  from  Belleville 
to  the  mines  at  O’Fallon  (a  distance  of  about  2 miles)  for  the_pur-| 
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pose  of  taking  the  miners  from  Belleville.  After  the  close  of  the 
clay’s  work,  they  make  a trip  to  bring  the  miners  in,  and  the  cars 
loaded,  spending  the  balance  of  their  day  in  industrial  and  yard 
switching  at  Belleville. 

On  March  20, 1920,  Conductor  Key  unloaded  a car  of  cinders  near  the 
Belleville  passenger  station,  within  the  Belleville  yard  switching  lim- 
its, between  his  road  trips ; time  consumed,  approximately  20  minutes. 
It  being  considered  that  Conductor  Key  was  to  do  all  the  work  in  the 
Belleville  switching  district,  as  well  as  the  O’Fallon  Branch,  we  do 
not  concede  that  the  unloading  of  the  car  of  cinders  would  change 
the  classification  of  his  work  for  the  purpose  of  increasing  his  pay. 

The  decision  quoted  by  the  committee.  Board  of  Adjustment  No.  I’s 
Docket  No.  1060,  is  a case  involving  the  unloading  of  cinders  by  a 
through  freight  run,  and  we  do  not  believe  that  it  should  apply  to 
a case  such  as  this  one,  where  the  crew  is  supposed  to  do  all  of  the 
work  within  the  yard  limits. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  claim  of  the  em- 
ployees can  not  be  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  324.— DOCKET  281. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  Jf,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  and  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v.  Louis- 
ville & Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  conductors  that  all  runs  on  system  be  consid- 
ered as  new  runs  and  advertised  as  such. 

Statement. — The  submission  contained  the  following: 

Stateynent  of  facts. — The  compensation  of  all  condnclors  was  increased  as 
prescribed  in  Decision  No.  2 of  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board.  Be- 
cause this  increase  amounts  to  more  than  $15  per  month  on  each  run,  the 
committee  now  desires  that  all  runs  on  the  system  be  considered  new  runs  and 
advertised  as  such  under  the  rule  Quoted  above. 

Employees'  position. — The  employees  contend  that  as  sections  1,  2,  and  3, 
Article  VTI  of  Decision  No.  2 of  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  dated 
July  20,,  1920,  increased  all  established  runs  on  the  Louisville  & Nashville 
System  more  than  $15  per  month,  as  provided  for  in  section  (e),  article  26,  of 
the  agreement,  and  asks  that  all  established  runs  be  considered  new  runs  and 
advertised  as  such. 

Carrier's  position. — As  the  increase  granted  by  Decision  No.  2 was  a general 
increase,  it  consequently  affected  all  runs  in  relative  proportion.  We  hold  that 
the  rule  in  question  should  not  cover  a case  of  this  kind,  and  that  it  was  not 
so  intended,  as  a general  increase  would  bring  about  no  relative  difference  as 
between  the  compensation  paid  one  run  and  that  paid  another.  The  rule  was 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  a senior  conductor  the  opportunity  to  bid  in  a tun 
when  its  earnings  or  working  conditions  were  changed  to  an  extent  which 
would  make  it  more  desirable  or  advantageous  to  him  than  the  run  which 
he  had. 

To  carry  out  this  proposal  of  the  conductors’  committee  would  cause,  to  say 
the  least,  a very  undesirable  situation  and  much  confusion,  as  the  Board  will 
readily  understand,  and  the  procedure  is  entirely  uncalled  for. 

As  a matter  of  reference,  we  might  call  the  Board’s  attention  to  the  fact  that 
in  some  of  the  national  agreements  issued  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Admin- 
istration the  question  of  advertising  all  positions  in  view  of  a general  increase 
was  specifically  covered,  the  rule  having  the  effect  of  obviating  a request  simi- 
lar to  the  present  one  being  brought  up ; the  Railroad  Administration  thereby 
recognizing  the  principle  for  which  we  now  contend. 
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Decision, — The  Labor  Board  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  was  not  the 
intent  of  the  rule  in  question  to  require  all  runs  on  the  system  to  be 
considered  as  new  runs  and  advertised  as  such  when  the  compensation 
was  practically  uniformly  increased  to  exceed  $15  ]>er  month.  An 
exception  is  made  to  branch-line  runs,  and  it  may  be  assumed  that 
few  changes  would  result  in  main-line  runs,  due  to  those  runs  being 
filled  by  employees  who  have  exercised  their  seniority  rights.  Rules 
similar  to  this  are  of  a general  nature  and  usually  apply  to  in- 
dividual or  small  groups  of  runs,  but  are  not  intended  to  apply  when 
a general  increase  in  wages  is  made  applicable  to  all  runs  on  a system. 
The  status  or  relation  of  one  run  as  compared  with  another  remains 
approximately  the  same. 

The  Labor  Board  therefore  decides  that  the  position  of  the  rail- 
road is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  325.— DOCKET  369. 

Chicago,  III,,  November  4,  1921, 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question.' — Payment  of  water  license  for  water  furnished  employees 
residing  in  compan}^-owned  houses. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  has  carefully  considered  the  state- 
ments contained  in  the  joint  submission,  and  in  view  of  the  circum- 
stances cited  therein  denies  the  contention  of  the  employees,  pro- 
vided there  is  no  change  made  by  the  carrier  in  regard  to  the  present 
arrangement  as  to  rental. 


DECISION  NO.  326.— DOCKET  375. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemher  If,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  and  Brotherhood  of  Loco- 
motive Engineers  v.  Chicago,  Terre  Haute  & Southeastern  Railway  Co. 

Question.—Request  for  reinstatement  of  Engineer  P.  H.  Patton. 
Statement. — Engineer  Patton  was  dismissed  October  19,  1920, 
for  sliding  the  drivers  on  engine  320  and  laying  engine  up  at  Hulman 
Street  at  7.40  p.  m.,  'September  7,  with  flat  spots  on  drivers  and 
making  no  report  of  same,  thereby  setting  a trap  which  would  have 
resulted  in  getting  the  engineer  who  had  the  engine  out  next  trip 
in  trouble  had  he  not  reported  the  flat  spots  from  Spring  Hill. 

Emrployees’^  position. — The  committee  contends  that  the  discipline 
administered  was  too  severe,  as  the  engine  was  only  slightly  damaged 
and  was  not  taken  out  of  service.  The  claim  that  he  set  a trap  to 
shift  the  responsibility  to  some  one  else  is  not  justified  by  the  facts, 
and  we  contend  that  Engineer  Patton  should  be  reinstated. 

Carriers  position. — The  discipline  administered  is  warranted  by 
the  accumulation  of  unsatisfactory  service  of  which  the  specific  inci- 
dent of  September  7 was  the  last. 
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Decision. — The  question  to  be  decided  in  this  case  is  whether  or 
not,  considering  Engineer  Patton’s  record  as  kept  in  accordance  with 
the  rules,  i.  e.,  a record  of  merits  and  demerits,  the  discipline  as  ap- 
plied was  justified. 

After  carefully  considering  the  written  and  oral  evidence  presented 
in  this  case,  the  Labor  Board,  while  being  reluctant  to  state  when 
and  how  discipline  shall  be  administered,  decides  that  the  dismissal 
of  Engineer  Patton,  in  view  of  his  personal  record  in  the  service, 
was  unwaranted,  and  that  he  shall  be  reinstated  in  the  service 
without  impairment  in  his  seniority. 


DECISION  NO.  327.— DOCKET  420. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  4,  1921. 

American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  Chicago,  Terre  Haute  & South- 
eastern Railway  Co. 

Question, — Dismissal  of  Edward  Lynch  and  John  W.  Easton,  car- 
men. 

StoMment. — Written  and  oral  testimony  was  taken  in  this  case, 
and  the  Labor  Board  has  given  due  consideration  to  all  the  facts 
surrounding  the  circumstances  resulting  in  the  dismissal  of  the  two 
men  above  named. 

Decision. — The  position  of  the  carrier  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  328.— DOCKET  428. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  4,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  right  of  the 
carrier  to  lay  off  carpenter  gangs  and  to  contract  for  the  building  of 
a new  depot  by  a construction  company. 

Statement. — The  evidence  submitted  indicates  that  prior  to  Sep- 
tember 1,  1920,  two  carpenter  gangs  were  employed  on  the  St.  Louis 
Division  of  the  Mobile  & Ohio  Bailroad ; and  that  on  or  about  Sep- 
tember 1,  1920,  gang  No.  2 was  laid  off  for  an  indefinite  period ; and 
that  on  or  about  November  10,  gang  No.  1 was  also  laid  off  for  an 
indefinite  period.  The  evidence  further  indicates  that  on  or  about 
November  1,  1920,  a contract  was  let  by  the  carrier  to  a construction 
company  for  the  erection  of  a depot  at  Selmer,  Tenn.,  which  was 
on  the  St.  Louis  Division,  and  that  the  construction  of  said  depot 
was  completed  about  January  1,  1921,  at  which  time  both  gangs  1 
and  2 above  referred  to  were  still  laid  off. 

Eni'ployees'^  position. — The  position  of  the  employees  is  quoted  as 
follows : 

That  the  national  agreement  between  the  Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad  Co.  and  the 
United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  AUay  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  La- 
borers covers  all  bridge  and  building  work ; that  these  carpenters  are  employed 
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for  and  assigned  to  that  particular  kind  of  work ; and  that  they  have  seniority 
rights  to  this  work  over  any  construction  company.  We  further  contend  that 
these  carpenters  and  their  foremen  should  be  paid  their  regular  salaries  for 
the  length  of  time  this  depot  was  under  construction. 

Camer\  position. — The  carrier’s  position  has  been  summarized  as 
follows : 

It  is  the  position  of  the  carrier  that  the  contract  for  the  construc- 
tion of  Selmer  station  was  made  October  28,  1920,  at  which  time  the 
said  contractors  were  engaged  in  constructing  a new  freight  depot 
in  East  St.  Louis,  and  at  or  about  the  same  time  the  company  forces 
were  engaged  in  replacing  a small  station  at  Gibson  and  Stonewall, 
Miss.,  which  had  been  destroyed  by  fire.  The  carrier  submits  evi- 
dence to  indicate  that  the  construction  of  new  buildings  in  a five-year 
period  by  outside  contractors  quadrupled  the  amount  of  such  work 
performed  by  company  forces,  and  further,  that  the  carrier  has 
always  exercised  its  discretion  as  to  whether  or  not  new  building 
would  be  performed  by  company  forces  or  by  contract,  which  policy 
it  is  claimed  is  in  line  with  that  of  other  carriers. 

Decision. — Based  on  the  evidence  submitted  and  applicable  onlj^  to 
the  case  in  question,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  carrier  did  not 
violate  the  provisions  of  the  agueement. 

The  claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  329.— DOCKET  429. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Denver  & Rio  Grande  Railroad. 

Question.— jyischfiYge  of  Lawrence  Athey,  bridge  and  building  car- 
penter at  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  August  2,  1920. 

Statement. — The  evidence  submitted  indicates  that  Lawrence  Athey 
had  been  employed  as  a bridge  and  building  carpenter  at  Salt  Lake 
City,  Utah,  for  about  three  years  and  that  on  August  2,  1920,  he  was 
removed  from  that  position  for  alleged  unsatisfactory  service,  but 
was  offered  the  privilege  of  exercising  his  seniority  rights  to  any 
similar  position  in  his  seniority  district,  which  he  declined  to  accept. 

Decision. — Based  upon  the  evidence  before  it  the  Labor  Board 
decides- — 

(a)  That  the  employee  shall  be  reinstated  to  his  former  position 
with  seniority  rights  unimpaired. 

(h)  That  the  request  for  compensation  for  time  lost  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  330.— DOCKET  430. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  4,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  payment  of 
overtime  to  monthly-rated  employees  of  the  maintenance  of  way 
department. 
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Statement. — A submission  has  been  duly  filed  with  the  Labor 
Board  setting  forth  dispute  between  the  above-named  parties  in  re- 
gard to  the  proper  method  of  paying  overtime  to  monthly-rated 
employees  of  the  maintenance  of  way  department.  The  evidence 
indicates  that  overtime  rate  for  the  employees  in  question  is  at  pres- 
ent being  computed  on  the  basis  of  a 313-day  year  and  that  no  extra 
allowance  is  made  for  service  performed  on  the  seven  holidays  desig- 
nated in  the  national  agreement. 

Emfloyees’  yosition^—^Xx^  employees’  position  is  summarized  as 
f ollov^^s : 

The  representatives  of  the  employees  contend  that  it  is  the  intent 
of  the  agreement  that  the  hourly  rate  of  the  monthly-rated  emploj^ees 
be  based  on  306  eight-hour  working  days  per  year  and  that  such  em- 
ployees are  entitled  to  compensation  for  all  time  worked  in  excess 
of  eight  hours  at  overtime  rates  since  the  effective  date  of  the  national 
agreement.  The  employees  further  contend  that  the  men  in  ques- 
tion are  entitled  to  extra  compensation  in  addition  to  their  monthly 
rate  for  time  worked  on  the  seven  designated  holidays.  Thi^  also 
to  be  effective  from  the  date  of  the  national  agreement. 

Carrier'' 8 position. — The  carrier’s  position  is  quoted  as  follows: 

It  is  our  contention  that  supervisory  forces,  such  as  section  foremen,  extra 
gang  foremen,  and  bridge  and  building  foremen  are  properly  compensated  on 
a 313-day  year  basis,  as  provided  in  section  iJi)  of  the  national  agreement  of 
the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers,  which  provides  for  a monthly  rate  to  cover  all  services  rendered, 
except  when  required  to  perform  work  on  Sundays,  which  is  not  a part  of  their 
responsibilities  or  supervisory  duties.  In  arriving  at  a monthly  rate  for  hourly- 
rated employees,  this  rule  specifically  provides  for  the  establishment  of  such 
rate  on  a basis  of  208  hours  per  month,  which  is  a 313-day  year  basis. 

Decision. — The  claim  of  the  employees  is  denied.  See  Decision  No. 
209  covering  the  same  question. 


DECISION  NO.  331.— DOCKET  432. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemhcr  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  V/ay  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railroad, 

Question. — Classification  and  rate  of  pay  for  certain  employees  as- 
signed as  engine  supply  men  at  Oaklawn  roundhouse,  Danville,  111. 

Statement. — A joint  submission  was  duly  filed  by  representatives 
of  the  respective  parties  named  above  embodying  the  following 
question : 

Is  it  the  intent  of  section  8,  Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2,  that  engine  supply 
men  be  classified  and  paid  under  that  section? 

Employees''  position. — The  position  of  the  employees  is  quoted  as 
follows : 

We  contend  that  it  is  the  intent  that  employees  known  as  engine  supply  men 
be  classified  and  paid  under  section  8,  Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2.  effective 
May  1,  1920.  We  further  contend  that  the  duties  of  these  employees  are  such 
as  are  required  of  employees  who  are  classified  and  paid  under  the  above- 
mentioned  section  of  Decision  No.  2,  and  that  the  same  rate  should  apply  to 
engine  supply  men  as  w'ell. 
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Co.rrier^s  position. — The  position  of  the  carrier  is  cpioted  as  follows : 

The  question  in  this  case  involves  the  correct  application  of  Decision  No.  2 
of  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  to  men  employed  as  locomotive 
supply  men  at  Oaklawn  roundhouse. 

These  men  have  been  classilied  as  laborers  and  were  given  the  increase  of 
81  cents  per  hour,  as  provided  in  section  6,  Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2.  The 
work  of  these  men  includes  placing  tools,  oil,  waste,  and  other  supplies  on  out- 
going locomotives  and  removing  similar  supplies  from  engines  arriving  at 
roundhouse. 

Section  8,  Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2,  specifies  certain  classes  or  kinds  of 
labor,  all  of  which  require  special  skill  or  training,  or  as  heavy  labor,  and 
entitled  to  the  high  rate  of  increase  provided.  The  work  of  the  employees  in 
question  is  not  such  as  or  analogous  to  that  enumerated  in  section  8. 

Dedsion. — The  employees  in  question  come  under  the  provisions  of 
section  8,  Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2,  and  shall  be  paid  accordingly. 


DECISION  NO.  332.— DOCKET  438. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  //,  1021. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Was  the  Chesapeake  & Ohio  Kailway  Co.  justified  in 
discontinuing  the  3-cent  differential  to  carpenter  foremen  and  car- 
penters, which  differential  was  specified  in  agreement  entered  into 
prior  to  Government  control  ? 

Statement. — Tlie  evidence  indicates  that  an  agreement  was  entered 
into  between  representatives  of  the  maintenance  of  way  employees 
and  the  carrier  on  August  1,  1917,  which  provided  a differential  of  3 
cents  per  hour  for  carpenter  foremen  and  carpenters  when  perform- 
ing certain  classes  of  work.  The  rule  reads  as  follows : 

Carpenter  foremen  and  carpenters  when  erecting  iron-bridge  work,  or  re- 
placing any  new  members  or  parts  of  the  steelwork  (not  including  the  ties  or 
wooden  floor),  when  the  structure  is  30  feet  high  and  has  one  or  more  spans 
over  120  feet  in  length,  will  receive,  in  addition  to  their  regular  pay,  three 
cents  (3c.)  per  hour. 

This  practice  remained  in  effect  up  to  and  including  August  2, 
1920,  at  which  time  the  differential  was  discontinued. 

Decision. — It  is  the  decision  of  the  Labor  Board  that  no  change 
should  have  been  made  in  the  practice  of  allowing  the  above- 
ref  erred-to  differential  (which  was  in  effect  a reduction  in  pay) 
until  the  matter  shall  have  been  properly  handled  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  301  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920, 
and  that  said  differential  shall,  therefore,  be  restored. 


DECISION  NO.  333.— DOCKET  445. 


Chicago,  III.,  November  4,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Wheeling  & Lake  Erie  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  leave  of  absence  and  transportation  for 
general  chairman  representing  employees  of  the  Wheeling  & Lake 
Erie  Railroad. 
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Statement. — The  evidence  submitted  in  this  case  indicates  that 
S.  R.  Hetherington  is  now  and  has  been  since  March  20,  1920,  the 
general  chairman  representing  the  employees  on  the  iVlieeling  & 
Lake  Erie  Railroad  who  are  miembers  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of 
Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers;  that 
said  S.  R.  Hetherington  was  granted  leave  of  absence  by  this  car- 
rier for  the  purpose  of  performing  the  functions  incumbent  upon 
the  position  of  general  chairman,  which  leave  expired  April  15,  1921 ; 
and  that  upon  request  for  a further  extension  of  lea.ve,  same  was 
denied. 

It  appears  that  upon  refusal  of  extension  of  leave  the  employee 
in  question  reported  for  work  on  April  15,  but  was  told  that  his 
gang  had  been  abolished ; from  the  statement  of  the  carrier  this  em- 
ployee is  not  considered  in  active  service  nor  as  a furloughed  em- 
ployee. It  further  appears  that  upon  his  appointment  as  general 
chairman  Mr.  Hetherington  requested  leave  of  absence  and  card- 
system  transportation.  The  former  request  was  granted,  but  the 
latter  denied,  the  carrier  taking  the  position  at  that  time  that  they 
would  furnish  trip  passes  over  their  lines  to  use  in  connection  with 
his  duties  as  general  chairman,  which  they  felt  covered  their  obliga- 
tions as  embodied  in  the  national  agreement. 

It  is  shown  in  the  evidence  that  Mr.  Hetherington  made  numer- 
ous subsequent  requests  for  annual  card  transportation,  all  of  which 
were  denied.  It  is  contended  by  the  employee,  and  not  denied  by 
the  carrier,  that  the  former  general  chairman  was  furnished  with 
card-system  transportation,  and  that  the  general  chairmen  of  other 
crafts  are  accorded  similar  consideration. 

Decision. — It  is  a recognized  and  time-honored  practice  on  practi- 
cally^ all  roads  to  grant  leaves  of  absence  and  free  transportation  to 
general  chairmen  representing  large  groups  of  employees,  and  it  is 
therefore  the  opinion  and  decision  of  the  Labor  Board  that  the 
request  of  Mr.  Hetherington  is  justified. 


DECISION  NO.  331.— DOCKET  460. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  //,  ld21. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Cincinnati,  Indianapolis  & Western  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  method 
followed  by  the  carrier  in  reducing  expenses. 

Statement. — The  evidence  submitted  indicates  that  on  January  6, 
1921,  the  carrier,  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  expenses,  laid  off 
certain  junior  laborers  and  carpenters  and  other  certain  entire  gangs; 
that  on  February  1,  1921,  additional  junior  laborers  and  additional 
section  gangs  were  laid  off;  and  that  the  number  of  days  worked 
Iw  certain  other  gangs  was  reduced  one  and  two  days  per  week. 
Piirther,  it  appears  that  the  number  of  days  worked  hj  certain  fore- 
men was  reduced  one  and  two  days  per  week. 

The  submission  indicates  that  the  employees  objected  to  the  action, 
of  the  carrier  in  reducing  the  forces  and  days  worked  as  outlined 
above,  it  being  claimed  by  them  that  such  action  was  contrary  to 
section  (Z),  Article  V,  of  the  national  agreement;  and  that  a con- 
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ference  was  held  on  March  19,  1921,  between  the  carrier  and  the 
employees,  at  which  time  the  carrier  offered  to  compensate  the  sec- 
tion and  bridge  foremen  affected  by  paying  them  one-half  of  all 
time  lost,  but  did  not  offer  any  compensation  for  section  and  bridge 
men,  which  proposition  was  rejected  by  the  emplo^^ees. 

Employees^  position. — The  position  of  the  employees  has  been 
summarized  as  follows : 

The  employees  contend  that  the  action  of  the  carrier  was  con- 
trary to  section  (Z),  Article  V,  of  the  national  agreement,  and  offer 
the  following  in  support  of  their  contention : 

Minor  officials  were  given  their  choice  by  the  management  as  to  how  they 
make  the  reduction  in  their  respective  territories.  Two  roadmasters  jmd  one 
master  carpenter  chose  to  lay  off  entire  gangs  for  short  periods,  and  one  road- 
master  chose  to  abolish  junior  gangs.  Mr.  A.  Christy,  master  carpenter  of  the 
Springfield  Division,  on  applying  this  was  asked  by  two  gang  foremen  under 
him  with  six  and  seven  men  each  to  lay  off  two  and  three  junior  men  of  each 
gang,  contending  that  they  could  do  as  much  with  four  men  six  days  a week 
as  they  could  with  six  men  four  days  per  week;  he  chose  to  lay  off  entire 
gangs  two  days  per  week.  ,J.  T.  Clemons,  roadmaster,  in  applying  this  laid  off 
two  senior  foremen  and  gangs  with  adjoining  sections  and  difficult  track  to 
keep  in  repair  for  two  days  per  week,  and  he  let  junior  foremen  and  gangs  with 
less  difficult  track  to  keep  in  repair  work  full  time. 

The  management  makes  the  statement  that  they  gave  the  senior  foreman 
affected  the  privilege  to  displace  foremen  junior  in  service  to  them,  but  we 
respectfuliy  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  on  Master  Carpenter  A. 
Christy’s  territory  there  are  only  two  gangs,  and  as  both  these  gangs  were 
laid  off  two  days  per  week  it  is  impossible  for  the  senior  foreman  to  displace 
the  junior  foreman  and  work  full  time. 

’ The  employees  contend  that  the  men  affected  should  be  compen- 
sated for  all  time  lost. 

CarmeEs  position. — The  position  of  the  carrier  is  quoted  as  follows ; 

Tlie  railroad  company  maintains  that  it  has  complied  strictly  with  the  pro- 
vision of  paragraph  1 of  Article  V,  which  states  “ Gangs  will  not  be  laid  off  for 
short  periods  when  proper  reduction  of  expenses  can  be  accomplished  by  first 
laying  off  the  junior  men.”  It  contends  that  it  reduced  the  force  in  conformance 
vvdth  Article  II  (d2)  and  (e)  to  that  point  where  in  the  judgment  of  the  officers 
in  charge,  it  was  necessary  to  make  the  additional  reduction  prescribed  by 
reducing  the  days  worked  per  week.  The  company  considers  that  rule  (1) 
recognizes  that  there  is  a point  beyond  which  proper  reductions  can  not  be 
accomplished  by  further  laying  off  junior  men,  and  in  that  event  the  rule 
permits  that  gangs  may  be  laid  off  for  short  periods. 

On  account  of  the  difference  in  the  physical  conditions  of  different  sections  of 
track,  speed  of  trains,  grades,  curves,  etc.,  the  company  contends  that  it  is 
impracticable  to  apply  a hard-and-fast  seniority  rule  in  making  reductions  to  a 
minimum.  The  company  has  been  and  is  now  agreeable  to  any  employee  claim- 
ing any  seniority  right  he  may  be  entitled  to  under  the  agreement. 

The  company  feels  that  it  should  not  be  deprived  of  the  right  through  the 
officers  upon  whom  is  placed  the  responsibility  to  be  judge  in  matters  of  this 
kind.  It  feels  that  the  roadmaster  is  better  qualified  than  a section  foreman 
to  decide  which  is  the  least  difficult  section  to  maintain,  and  that  the  master 
carpenter  is  in  a better  position  to  judge  what  size  gang  is  necessary  to  carry 
on  the  work  laid  out. 

The  offer  of  payment  for  one-half  the  time  lost  by  all  section  foremen  and 
bridge  foreman  was  made  by  the  management  not  because  it  felt  that  it  was  not 
within  its  rights  in  making  the  reductions  in  the  manner  in  which  they  were 
made  but  because  it  desired  to  make  every  effort  toward  settling  the  difference 
■with  its  employees. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  carrier  did  not  vio- 
late the  provisions  of  the  agreement  in  making  the  reductions  as  out- 
lined. The  employees’  claim  for  pay  for  time  lost  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISIONS. 


351 


When  it  becomes  necessary  to  reduce  expenses  the  Labor  Board 
suggests  that  a conference  be  held  between  representatives  of  the 
carrier  and  representatives  of  the  employees  in  an  effort  to  vrork  out 
a method  of  reduction  that  will  be  mutually  agreeable  to  both 
parties. 


DECISION  NO.  335.— DOCKET  461. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  //,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Bulfalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Eights  of  derrick  engineers  and  firemen  of  maintenance 
of  way  department  to  position  of  engine  watchman  at  Cloe  Scales. 
Statement.— ThQ  submission  contains  the  following: 

Statement  of  facts. — At  Cloe  Scales  a ditching  machine  or  Brown  hoist  is 
used  during  the  day  to  reduce  overloads  of  coal.  During  winter  months  it  is 
necessary  to  place  watchman  to  keep  boiler  from  freezing.  In  former  years 
this  watchman  was  provided  by  the  engineering  department.  This  year  the 
duties  of  watchman  were  added  to  those  performed  by  a mechanical  department 
employee  in  charge  of  air  compressor  at  same  point. 

Employees'  position. — We  contend  that  derrick  and  hoisting  engineers  and 
firemen  in  the  maintenance  of  way  department  have  the  right  to  positions  of 
engine  watchmen  on  ditching  or  hoisting  engine  at  Cloe  Scales  used  in  reducing 
overloads. 

These  positions  have  been  filled  by  tiiese  employees  in  the  maiiitenance  of 
way  department  during  winter  months  ever  since  the  positions  were  estab- 
lished. The  position  of  engine  watchman  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
maintenance  of  w^ay  national  agreement.  This  position  has  been  transferred  to 
the  employees  of  the  car  department  and  the  above-mentioned  employees  have 
been  denied  their  rights  to  these  positions  by  the  management. 

We  further  contend  that  Engineer  C.  T.  Stoops,  of  the  maintenance  of  way 
department,  who  was  notified  to  report  for  duty,  should  be  paid  for  all  time  lost 
since  this  work  has  been  done  by  an  employee  of  the  car  department,  as  the 
management  did  not  give  Mr.  Stoops  any  consideration  to  his  seniority  rights 
to  this  position. 

Carrier's  position. — The  change  referred  to  in  eliminating  from  engineering 
department  rolls  the  ditching-machine  watchman  was  necessary  economy  to 
avoid  retaining  two  men  in  the  service  to  perform  work  which  one  man  could 
readily  handle.  We  find  no  rule  in  the  national  agreement  which  would  pre- 
vent discontinuing  an  unnecessary  position,  nor  is  there  any  rule  preventing 
an  employee  in  one  department  working  jointly  for  two  departments.  The  em- 
ployee retained  by  the  mechanical  department  to  handle  this  work  was  paid  a 
higher  rate  than  that  for  the  position  of  watchman  in  the  engineering  depart- 
ment which  Avas  discontinued. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  emploj^ees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  336.— DOCKET  462. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  1/,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  for  travel  time  account  of  removal  of  head- 
quarters. 

Statement. — The  evidence  indicates  that  two  employees,  viz,  Jesse 
M.  Boring,  Jr.,  and  John  McIntosh,  took  positions  in  the  carpenter 
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gang  at  Cummings  when  their  former  positions  were  abolislied  due 
to  force  reduction.  The  headquarters  of  tliis  gang  had  previously- 
been  changed  from  Du  Bois  to  Cummings.  The  employees  in  ques- 
tion were  not  members  of  the  gang  at  the  time  the  head(piarters  was 
changed,  but  claim  is  made  that  they  are  entitled  to  time  for  train 
riding  to  and  from  the  new  headquarters  on  Monday  mornings  and 
on  Saturday  nights, 

A decision  was  issued  by  Raihvay  Board  of  Adjustment  Xo.  3 
(Docket  M-321)  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  rela- 
tive to  changing  headquarters  and  provided  in  effect  that  when 
changes  are  made  employees  affected  would  not  be  required  to  move 
their  permanent  homes,  and  should  be  allowed  pay  for  time  traveling 
to  their  work  on  Monday  mornings  and  returning  to  their  homes  on 
Saturday  nights. 

Employees'^  position. — The  position  of  employees  is  quoted  as  fol- 
lows : 

The  change  of  headquarters  was  made  during  the  period  Mr.  McIntosh  and 
Mr.  Boring  were  in  the  military  service  of  their  country,  and  these  were  the  only 
positions  they  could  hold  in  accordance  with  their  seniority  rights  w^hen  re- 
entering the  service.  Therefore  we  contend  these  employees  should  be  paid 
train  riding  in  accordance  with  Docket  M-321  for  Monday  mornings  and  Satur- 
day nights,  while  working  as  carpenters  in  the  gang  at  Cummings.  They  are  en- 
titled to  all  practices  and  privileges  while  exercising  their  seniority  rights  under 
Supplement  No.  8 to  General  Order  No.  27,  as  there  is  nothing  in  the  supplement 
that  takes  aw^ay  any  practices  or  privileges  except  changed  by  that  order.  We 
also  claim  that  they  should  be  paid  for  all  time  spent  in  traveling  w^hile  at  this 
point,  in  accordance  with  instructions  issued  in  agreement  by  the  engineer, 
maintenance  of  w^ay. 

Carriers  position. — The  position  of  carrier  is  quoted  as  follows : 

Decision  in  Docket  M-321  gave  to  employees  who  w^ere  members  of  gangs 
whose  headquarters  had  been  transferred  at  the  time  the  transfer  was  made 
the  allowance  of  train  riding  to  and  from  the  new  headquarters  IMonday  morn- 
ings and  Saturday  nights,  but  it  did  not  extend  that  allowance  to  any  employees 
who  might  subsequently  enter  such  a gang  of  their  own  accord. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  337.— DOCKET  463. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  4,  X.927. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Was  the  carrier  within  its  rights  in  assigning  a bridge 
carpenter  to  operate  the  derrick  in  question  in  conjunction  with  his 
other  duties,  instead  of  assigning  the  regular  derrick  engineer  to  the 
performance  of  this  work? 

Statement. — The  joint  statement  to  the  Labor  Board  indicates 
that  the  bridge  gang  was  engaged  in  renewing  deck  on  bridge,  and 
that  . derrick  car  was  set  out  at  that  point  and  occasionally  used  for 
the  purpose  of  loading  and  unloading  ties;  that  fire  was  kept  under 
boiler  continuously,  but  steam  raised  only  as  the  derrick  was  required, 
at  which  time  the  bridge  carpenter  was  used  to  operate  the  derrick. 
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It  is  indicated  that  prior  to  the  work  of  redecking  the  bridge  in  ques- 
tion the  regular  derrick  engineer,  formerly  assigned  to  the  derrick 
in  that  territory,  had  been  laid  off  by  the  carrier  in  order  to  reduce 
expenses. 

Decision. — The  carrier  has  not  violated  any  of  the  provisions  of 
the  agreement  in  so  assipiing  the  work. 

The  action  of  the  carrier  is,  therefore,  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  338.— DOCKET  466. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  4,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Ann  Arbor  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  application 
of  rule  10  of  the  national  agreement  covering  the  Federated  Shop 
Crafts. 

Statement. — Dispute  was  duly  certified  to  the  Labor  Board  and 
oral  hearing  conducted  in  connection  therewith.  The  dispute  is  in 
regard  to  the  application  of  rule  10  of  the  national  agreement,  which 
reads  in  part  as  follows : 

Overtime  rates  for  all  overtime  hours  and  straight  time  for  the  recognized 
straight-time  hours  at  home  station,  whether  working,  waiting,  or  ti*aveling, 
except  that  after  the  first  24  hours,  if  relieved  from  duty  and  permitted  to  go 
to  bed  for  five  or  more  hours,  they  will  not  be  allowed  time  for  such 
hours  * * *. 

The  dispute  resolves  itself  into  the  question : Is  it  the  intention  of 
the  above  rule  to  pay  employees  for  time  traveling  to  their  home 
station  when  such  employees  are  permitted  to  go  to  bed  for  five  or 
more  hours  on  the  cars  in  which  they  are  traveling. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  under  the  rule  above 
quoted  employees  shall  be  paid  for  all  time  traveling  irrespective  of 
whether  or  not  they  are  relieved  and  permitted  to  go  to  bed  for  five 
or  more  houi*s  on  the  cars  in  which  traveling. 


DECISION  NO.  339.— DOCKET  474. 

Chicago,  III.,  Norc-mber  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Trinity  & Brazos  Valley  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Seniority  rights  of  general  foreman  assigned  as  bridge 
and  building  foreman. 

Statement. — The  evidence  indicates  that  R.  W.  Smith  formerly 
served  in  the  capacity  of  bridge  and  building  foreman,  being  ap- 
pointed to  that  position  July  6,  1908;  that  on  September  IT,  1916, 
he  was  appointed  general  foreman,  bridge  and  building;  and  that 
on  April  1,  1921,  the  position  of  general  foreman  was  abolished 
and  R.  W.  Smith  was  again  assigned  as  bridge  and  building  fore- 
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man,  displacing’  E.  E.  Wylie,  then  assigned  to  that  position,  who 
went  back  in  the  gang  as  bridge  and  building  carpenter. 

The  employees  take  the  position  that  E.  E.  Wylie  holds  seniority 
rights  over  E.  W.  Smith,  citing  certain  decisions  of  Eailway  Board 
of  Adjustment  No.  3 (M-76,  M-444j  and  M-863)  purporting  to  show 
that  the  seniority  rules  contained  m ‘Supplement  No.  8 to  General 
Order  No.  27  and  in  the  national  agreement  could  not  be  applied  to 
other  than  those  enumerated  therein. 

The  carrier  takes  the  position  that  w^hen  E.  W.  Smith  was  pro- 
moted to  general  foreman  it  was  agreed  that  Mr.  Smith  would  not 
thereby  lose  his  seniority  rights,  and  that  in  the  event  of  force  reduc- 
tion or  changes  whereby  Mr.  Smith  would  lose  his  position  that  he 
would  be  entitled  to  return  to  his  former  position  as  bridge  and  build- 
ing foreman  or  to  any  other  position  to  which  he  would  be  entitled 
under  his  seniority.  The  carrier,,  therefore,  contends  that  it  was 
proper  to  return  Mr.  Smith  to  the  position  of  bridge  and  building 
foreman. 

Decision. — On  the  evidence  submitted  the  Labor  Board  decides : 
{a)  That  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Smith  to  the  position  of  road- 
master  did  not  constitute  a temporary  appointment. 

{h)  That  the  continuity  of  Mr.  Smith’s  service  with  the  carrier 
was  not  disturbed  by  said  appointment. 

{c)  That  Mr.  Smith,  as  a result  of  being  demoted,  is  entitled  to  a 
position  as  bridge  and  building  foreman  by  displacing  the  junior 
bridge  and  building  foreman  in  point  of  service,  as  provided  in 
section  (e).  Article  HI,,  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  United 
Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Eailway  Shoo 
Laborers. 

{d)  That  E.  E.  Wylie  is  entitled  to  retain  the  position  formerly 
held  by  K.  W.  Smith  provided  he  is  not  the  junior  bridge  and  build- 
ing foreman  on  the  seniority  district  as  provided  in  section  (e), 
Article  III,  of  the  above-mentioned  agreement. 


DECISION  NO.  340.— DOCKET  482. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  4,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana. 

Question. — Is  W.  Dillenback,  former  night  derrick  engineer  at  wood- 
preserving plant  of  the  Texas  & New  Orleans  Eailroad  Co.  at  Hous- 
ton, Tex.,  entitled  to  displace  a junior  day  derrick  engineer  at  that 
point  ? 

Statement.— On  December  1, 1920,  W.  Dillenback  was  taken  off  the 
position  of  night  derrick  engineer  and  assigned  as  laborer,  the  posi- 
tion he  formerly  occupied;  the  position  of  night  derrick  engineer 
having  been  abolished.  It  is  indicated  that  there  were  two  day  der- 
rick engineers,  one  of  whom  was  junior  in  the  service  to  Mr.  Dillen- 
baek  and  held  the  position  which  it  is  claimed  by  the  employees  Mr. 
Dillenback  was  entitled  to  in  aecordance  with  his  seniority,  and,  fur- 
ther, that  he  should  be  paid  from  the  effective  date  of  his  demotion 
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the  difference  between  the  engineer’s  pay  and  that  which  he  now 
earns. 

Section  (a),  Article  III,  of  the  national  agreement  reads  as  fol- 
lows: 

Promotions  shall  be  based  on  ability,  merit,  and  seniority.  Ability  and  merit 
being  sufficient,  seniority  shall  prevail;  the  management  to  be  the  judge. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  341.— DOCKET  485. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  //,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Proper  classification  of  car  repairer  alleged  to  be  per- 
forming blacksmith’s  work. 

Statement. — A joint  submission  was  filed  in  connection  with  this 
dispute  and  was  supplemented  by  oral  hearing  before  Bureau  No.  2 
of  the  Labor  Board. 

The  following  is  an  agreed  joint  statement  of  facts: 

Harvey  Crabtree  is  employed  at  Ogden  car  shop  and  has  been  classified  as  a 
freight -car  repairer  since  March  1,  1916,  and  at  present  is  paid  80  cents  per 
hour.  His  duties  consist  of  removing  old  yokes  from  coupler  bodies  by  cutting 
rivets  with  air-operated  shears,  backing  out  with  punch  and  sledge,  and  then 
reriveting  new  yokes  to  coupler  bodies  with  compression  riveter. 

At  the  hearing  the  carrier  contended  that  the  above  work  consti- 
tuted all  of  the  work  performed  by  the  employee  in  question.  The 
employees  contended  that  in  addition  to  the  work  enumerated  in  the 
agreed  statement  of  facts  he  was  engaged  in  forcing  out  coupler 
yokes,  handholds,  forging  out  hand  chisels  and  cold  chisels,  and  other 
blacksmith  work. 

Decision. — (<2)  If  after  proper  investigation  by  representatives  of 
the  carrier  and  representatives  of  the  employees  it  develops  that  the 
employee  is  performing  only  the  work  specified  in  the  joint  state- 
ment of  facts,  it  is  the  decision  of  the  Labor  Board  that  he  is  prop- 
erly classified  and  paid. 

(d)  If  after  proper  investigation  by  representatives  of  the  respec- 
tive parties  it  is  found  that  the  employee  is  performing  the  work  as 
specified  by  the  employees  in  addition  to  the  work  specified  in  the 
joint  statement,  it  is  the  decision  of  the  Labor  Board  that  he  is  im- 
properly classified  and  should  be  reclassified  and  paid  as  a black- 
smith. 


DECISION  NO.  342.— DOCKET  488. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  4,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood"  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  St.  Louis  Sc  Hannibal  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  that  Ira  Keller,  formerly  employed  as  section 
foreman,  be  returned  to  said  position,  with  pay  for  all  time  lost. 
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Statement. — An  ex-parte  submission  was  filed  with  the  L-abor 
Board  by  a representative  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance 
of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers  as  to  alleged  unjust 
treatment  accorded  Ira  Keller,  formerly  employed  as  section  fore- 
man. This  submission  embodied  a request  that  Mr.  Keller  be  re- 
turned to  his  former  position,  with  pay  for  all  time  lost. 

In  the  written  submission  filed  by  the  carrier  and  the  employees 
and  at  oral  hearing  later  conducted  nothing  developed  to  indicate 
the  justification  of  the  claim  made  by  representatives  of  the  em- 
ployee. The  evidence  shows — and  is  not  contradicted  by  the  em- 
ployees— that  Mr.  Keller  is  now  in  the  service  of  the  carrier  as  bridge 
and  building  carpenter,  receiving  a higher  rate  of  compensation  than 
that  accruing  to  him  in  his  former  position  as  section  foreman,  and 
that  the  employee,  in  so  far  as  the  evidence  indicates,  is  satisfied  in 
his  present  position. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employee  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  343.— DOCKET  509. 

Chicago,  III.,  Wovemder  4,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  Mr.  George  C.  McCann, 
dismissed  from  the  service  July  8,  1921. 

Decision. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  employee  in  question  is 
denied. 


DECISION  NO.  344.— DOCKET  534. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  1/,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  aiid  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Boston  & Maine  Railroad. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  John  F.  Mahoney  to  his 
former  position  as  pier  foreman,  Hoosac  Tunnel  Docks,  Boston, 
Mass. 

Decision. — Request  of  the  employee  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  345.— DOCKET  556. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  Jf,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Union  Pacific  System. 

Question. — Dispute  in  connection  with  bulletined  position  not 
awarded  to  employee  holding  seniority. 

Statement. — On  July  17,  1920,  position  of  assistant  head  clerk, 
conductor’s  bureau,  office  of  auditor  of  passenger  accounts,  was  bul- 
letined. Naomi  Peistrup  was  the  senior  applicant  for  same,  but 
position  was  awarded  C.  J.  Mollner. 
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The  employees  state  that  Miss  Peistriip  has  been  employed  in  the 
office  of  the  auditor  of  passenger  accounts  since  January,  1913,  is 
familiar  with  local  tickets,  and  at  one  time  had  charge  of  a bureau 
of  another  carrier.  It  is  claimed  that  Miss  Peistrup  had  sufficient 
merit  and  ability  to  justify  a trial  on  the  position  in  accordance  with 
rule  6 of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

The  carrier  contends  that  Miss  Peistrup’s  experience  in  the  office 
has  been  limited  to  work  which  would  not  qualify  her  for  the  posi- 
tion of  assistant  head  clerk  in  the  conductor’s  bureau ; furthermore, 
that  the  labor  laws  of  the  State  of  Nebraska  prohibit  the  employ- 
ment of  women  in  excess  of  9 hours  during  any  one  day  or  for  a 
period  of  more  than  54  hours  in  any  one  week,  and  the  position  for 
which  Miss  Peistrup  applied  occasionally  requires  the  working  of 
overtime  of  more  than  1 hour  on  certain  days. 

Rule  6 of  the  agreement  between  the  Director  General  of  Rail- 
roads and  the  Brotherhood  of  Railvv^ay  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  reads  as  fol- 
lows : 

Employees  covered  by  these  rules  shall  be  in  line  for  promotion.  Pro- 
motion shall  be  based  on  seniority,  fitness,  and  ability;  fitness  and  ability 
being  sufficient,  seniority  shall  prevail,  except,  however,  that  this  provision 
shall  not  apply  to  the  excepted  positions  covered  in  exception  (h),  rule  1, 
Article  I of  this  agreement. 

The  intent  of  this  rule  is  to  establish  seniority  as  the  first  consid- 
eration in  selecting  the  successful  applicant  for  a bulletined  posi- 
tion, but  there  must  be  coupled  with  seniority  sufficient  fitness  and 
ability  to  qualify  on  the  position  in  the  30-day  trial  provided  for  in 
rule  10  of  the  agreement. 

Section  5 of  the  labor  laws  of  the  State  of  Nebraska  reads  in  part 
as  follows: 

In  metropolitan  cities  and  cities  of  the  first  class  no  female  shall  be  em- 
ployed in  any  manufacturing,  mechanical,  or  mercantile  establishment,  laundry, 
hotel,  or  restaurant,  office,  or  by  any  public  service  corporation  in  this  State 
more  than  9 hours  during  any  one  day  or  more  than  54  hours  in  one 
week.  * * * 

Decision. — Basing  this  decision  on  the  evidence  submitted  and  the 
provisions  of  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Nebraska  with  respect  to  the 
hours  of  employment  of  wmmen,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  the 
position  of  the  carrier  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  346.— DOCKET  578. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  4,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  and  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v.  North- 
western Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Claim  for  additional  pay  by  an  extra  brakeman  work- 
ing in  short  turn-around  passenger  service. 

Statement. — The  submission  contained  the  following  joint  state- 
ment of  facts: 

Brakeman  Curtin,  an  extra  brakeman  working  from  extra  board  at  Sausalito, 
on  .July  2 commenced  work  at  Glen  Ellen  at  6.05  a.  m.,  short  turn-around  pas- 
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senger  service,  arriving  Sansalito  8.20  a.  rri.,  leaving  Sausalito  8.50  a.  lu.,  re- 
turning to  starting  point  10  a.  m.,  again  leaving  Glen  Ellen  on  another  run  and 
crew  at  3.15  p.  m.,  short  tnni-aronnd  passenger  service,  aiTivdng  Sausalito 
5,20  p.  m.,  leaving  Sausalito  5.30  p.  m.,  returning  to  starting  point  7.40  p.  m. 
Glen  Ellen  home  terminal  for  both  assigned  crews. 

Decision. — Parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this  case 
and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Labor  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  347.— DOCKET  579. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemher  Jf,  1921. 


Northwestern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  and 
Order  of  Railway  Conductors. 

Question. — Claim  that  through-freight  rates  should  apply  in  cer- 
tain service  now  paid  passenger  rates. 

Statement. — The  sul)mission  contains  the  following  joint  state- 
ment of  facts: 


Crew  No.  1 is,  assigned  as  follows: 

Train. 

Leave. 

Arrive, 

Passenger  No.  60 

Sausalito,  4.55  a.  m 

Lagunitas,  5.25  p.  m. 
Manor,  6.21  a.  m. 
Lagunitas,  6-48  a.  m. 
Sausalito,  7.-53  a.  m. 
Sausalito,  10.  20  a.  m. 
Point  Reyes,  12.-53  p.  m. 
Sausalito,  4.50  p.  m. 

Passenger  N o.  61 

Passenger  No.  62  

Lagunitas,  6 a.  m 

Manor,  6.28  a.  m 

■Passeng^er  No.  63 

Extra  express  1 

Passenger  No.  68 

Passenger  No.  67 

Lagunitas,  6.58  a.  m.. 

Sausalito,  8-10  a.  m 

Sausalito,  11.21  a.  m 

Point  Reyes,  3.07  p.  m 

1 Unloads  express  and  emptj''  cans  between  Sausalito  and  San  Rafael,  loads  milk,  baggage,  and  express 
at  San  Anselmo;  returning  San  Rafael  to  Sausalito,  loads  milk  at  Green  Brae,  Alto,  and  Manzanita;  picks 
up  box  car  loaded  with  milk  at  Detour,  which  has  been  set  out  by  freight  crew. 

Total  miles,  133. 

Crew  No.  2 is  assigned  as  follows: 


Train. 

Leave. 

* Arrive. 

Passenger  No.  55 

Extra  expre.ssi 

Passenger  No.  70 

Point  Reyes,  9.20  a.  m 

Sausalito,  1.45  p.  m 

Sausalito,  6.21  p.  m 

Sausalito,  10.50  a.  m. 
Sausahto,  5.20  p.  m. 
Point  Reyes,  7.53  p.  m. 

1 Unloads  empty  milk  cans  at  Manzanita,  Alto,  San  Rafael,  Green  Brae,  San  Clements,  Reed,  and 
Hilarita;  turning  at  Tiburon  and  loading  milk  at  Hilarita,  Reed,  San  Clements,  Alto,  and  Manzanita; 
handling  deadhead  passenger  equipment  to  Sausalito. 

Total  miles,  96. 


Employees'  position. — Committee  contends  that  the  picking  up  and  handling 
of  freight  car,  and  the  unloading  and  loading  of  milk  and  milk  boxes  (billed 
as  freight  on  freight  waybills)  constitutes  miscellaneous  service  and  should  be 
paid  for  under  Article  XXIII  and  Note  A,  Article  X,  from  July  19,  1920. 

Article  XXIII,  combination  service,  reads: 

“ Road  conductors  and  trainmen  performing  more  than  one  class  of  road 
service  in  a day  or  trip  will  be  paid  for  the  entire  service  at  the  highest  rate 
applicable  to  any  class  of  service  performed.  The  overtime  basis  for  the  rate 
paid  will  apply  for  the  entire  trip.” 

Article  X,  freight  service.  Note  A,  reads: 

“ Rates  applicable  to  through  freight  service  will  also  apply  to  milk,  mixetl, 
circus,  logging,  and  other  miscellaneous  train  service.” 

Carrier's  position. — Section  (e),  Article  I of  trainmen’s  agreement,  reads  as 
follows : 


DECISIONS. 


359 


“ Trainmen  handling  express  or  mail  trains  will  be  considered  in  passenger 
service,  and  rates  and  rules  appertaining  thereto  will  apply.” 

This  service  was  inangiirated  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  fast  intenirhaii 
passenger  trains  from  delay  incident  to  the  loading  and  unloading  of  express 
matter  in  interurban  territory.  The  handling  of  milk  on  trains  involved  is  in- 
cident to  the  other  service,  the  time  of  one  crew  spent  in  the  handling  of 
express  and  milk  being  but  2 hours  and  31  minutes  per  day  in  a spread  of  9 
hours  and  51  minutes,  and  of  the  second  crew  3 hours  and  2G  minutes  in  a 
spread  of  7 hours  and  28  minutes.  The  express  and  milk  on  these  runs  are 
handled  in  baggage  cars  with  the  exception  of  milk  picked  up  at  Detour,  a 
way  station,  which  is  loaded  in  box  car,  account  baggage  cars  not  available. 

These  shipments  were  formerly  handled  on  a special  baggage  waybill  pro- 
vided for  the  handling  of  perishables,  but  milk  shipments  are  now  billed  on 
standard  freight  waybills  for  convenience  of  the  auditing  department.  Milk 
shipments  have  always  been  considered  analogous  to  express,  a fair  proportion 
of  the  milk  shipments  being  billed  and  handled  as  express,  which  do  not  differ 
from  milk  shipments  handled  in  baggage  cars  on  other  passenger  trains. 

Article  XXIII,  combination  service,  trainmen’s  agreement,  is  not  considered 
applicable  in  this  case,  as  the  service  for  the  entire  day  is  passenger  and  ex- 
press and  paid  for  in  accordance  with  section  (e)  of  Article  I,  above  men- 
tioned. 

Article  VII  of  trainmen’s  agreement  reads  as  follows  : 

“ Brakemen  acting  as  baggagemen.  Passenger  brakemen  acting  as  baggage- 
men on  steam  passenger  trains  will  be  paid  $6.75  per  month  in  addition  to  the 
scheduled  rate  for  brakemen  on  similar  trains,  when  so  employed.” 

Brakemen  handling  milk  on  these  express  trains  are  paid  the  additional  com- 
pensation at  the  rate  of  $6.75  per  month  for  such  service. 

Article  X,  freight  service,  trainmen’s  agreement.  Note  A,  refers  to  trains  ex- 
clusively engaged  in  the  handling  of  milk,  and  does  not  refer  to  the  handling 
of  incidental  milk  shipments  on  passenger  or  express  trains.  The  amount  of 
milk  handled  on  the  trains  involved  is  less  than  half  the  total  volume  of  ex- 
press and  milk. 

Decis}(m. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  claim  of  the  em- 
ployees for  through-freight  rates  is  not  justified  under  the  rules  in 
effect. 


DECISION  NO.  348.— DOCKET  581. 

Chicago,  IlL,  November  4,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  and  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v.  North- 
western Pacific  Railroad  Go. 

Question. — Claim  of  Conductor  Shanesy  and  crew,  August  2, 1920. 
Statement. — The  submission  contained  the  following: 

Joint  statement  of  'facts. — Conductor  Shanesy  and  crew  are  assigned  as 
follows : 

Commence  work  Areata,  12.20  p.  m.  daily  except  Sunday;  handle  Areata 
switching  and  make  round  trip  to  Essex;  leiive  Areata  for  Eureka  with 
freight  soon  as  possible  after  arrival  from  Essex,  handling  freight  that  will 
be  brought  to  Areata  from  Trinidad  and  Samoa  by  crew  “ I ” ; arriving 
Eureka,  do  yard  work  and  be  ready  to  leave  7.40  p.  m. ; arriving  Areata  8.05 
p.  m.,  tying  up  at  8.20  p.  m. 

On  August  2,  1920,  having  reached  Areata  on  tie-up  trip  and  completed 
switching  at  such  point  at  8.15  p.  m.,  crew  was  sent  to  Areata  extension  spur, 
less  than  one-half  mile  beyond  the  yard  limits  of  Areata,  with  water  car,  tying 
up  at  8.40  p.  m.  Claim  was  made  for  one  day’s  additional  pay  for  handling 
w’ater  car  from  Areata  to  Areata  extension  spur..  Payment  for  trip  was  made 
and  included  as  part  of  the  day’s  work. 

Decision. — The  parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Labor  Board. 
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DECISION  NO.  349.— DOCKET  613. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  1921. 

American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Rail- 
way Co. 

Question.‘ — Proper  method  of  applying  increases  in  pa}*  for  sta- 
tionary firemen  under  the  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2. 

Statement. — Stationary  firemen,  classified  under  the  agreement 
between  the  Director  General  of  Kailroads  and  the  International 
Brotherhood  of  Firemen  and  Oilers,  effective  January  16,  1920, 
were  allowed  an  increase  of  13  cents  per  hour  on  204  hours,  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  2,  Article  VIII,  of  Decision  No.  2,  and  the 
provisions  of  section  3 of  Article  XIII  thereof. 

Em'ployees'^  position. — The  representatives  of  the  employees  con- 
tend that  stationary  firemen  should  be  paid  by  the  hour  and  should 
receive  the  13  cents  per  hour  increase  under  section  2,  Article  VIII, 
of  Decision  No.  2,  for  every  hour  worked  as  per  rule  7 of  the  sta- 
tionary firemen  and  oilers’  agreement. 

Eule  7 of  the  national  agi^eement  above  referred  to  reads  as 
follows : 

To  compute  the  hourly  rate  of  monthly-rated  employees  take  the  number  of 
working  days  constituting  a calendar  year,  multiply  by  eight  and  divide  the 
annual  salary  by  the  total  hours,  exclusive  of  overtime  and  disregarding  time 
absent  on  vacations,  sick  leave,  holidays,  or  for  any  other  cause.  In  deter- 
mining the  hourly  rate,  fractions  less  than  one-fourth  of  one  cent  shall  be  as 
one-fourth  of  one  cent ; over  one-fourth  and  under  one-half  as  one-half  cent ; 
over  one-half  and  under  three-fourths  as  three-fourths ; over  three-fourths 
as  one  cent. 

Carries  S'  position.— carrier  states  that  stationary  firemen  are 
paid  on  a monthly  basis  and  contends  that  rule  7 of  the  national 
agreement  between  the  Director  General  of  Eailroads  and  the  Inter- 
national Brotherhood  of  Firemen  and  Oilers,  effective  January  16, 
1920,  requires  that  these  employees  be  changed  from  a monthly  to 
an  hourly  basis,  and  that  rule  7 simply  outlines  the  method  to  follow 
when  for  any  reason  it  is  necessary  to  determine  the  hourl}^  rate  of 
a monthly  paid  employee. 

Section  2,  Article  VIII,  of  Decision  No.  2,  was  applied  to  station- 
ary firemen  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  2 of  Article 
XIII  thereof. 

Decision. — Interpretation  No.  1.  to  Decision  No.  2 clearly  outlines 
the  Labor  Board’s  position  in  connection  with  the  application  of 
increases  to  monthly-rated  employees  and  shall  govern  in  this 
dispute. 


DECISION  NO.  3.50.— DOCKET  621. 

GMeago,  III.,  November  //,  1921. 

Railway  Employees  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Shall  the  employees  who  exercise  direct  supervision 
over  and  are  held  responsible  for  the  work  of  coach  cleaners,  and 
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who  are  paid  hourly  rates  of  pay,  receive  5 cents  per  hour  above  the 
maximum  rate  paid  coach  cleaners  at  points  employed  ? 

Statement. — Section  4,  Article  III,  of  Supplement  Xo.  4.  to  Gen- 
eral Order  Xo.  27,  promulgated  by  the  United  States  Railroad 
Administration,  reads  as  follows : 

111  the  locomotive  and  car  departments  gang  foremen  or  leaders  and  all  men 
in  minor  supervisory  capacity  and  paid  on  an  hourly  basis  will  receive  five  cents 
(5c.)  per  hour  above  the  rates  provided  for  their  respective  crafts. 

Addendum  to  Supplement  Xo.  4,  above  referred  to,  dated  Septem- 
ber 1,  1918,  specified  certain  increases  in  rates  of  pay  and  working 
conditions  for  coach  cleaners. 

Decision. — Yes. 


DECISION  NO.  351.— DOCKET  622, 

Chicago',  Ill.,-Noveml)er  4,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Waj^  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Back  pa)^  for  employee  who  'resigned  voluntarily  from 
one  department  and  accepted  service  in  another  department  of  the 
same  carrier. 

Statement. — The  statement  indicates  that  Joseph  Rossa  was  em- 
ployed as  fire  cleaner  in  the  mechanical  department  of  the  above- 
named  carrier  and  voluntarily  resigned  from  that  position  on  July 
13,  1920,  and  that  on  July  20, 1920,  he  accepted  service  in  the  roadway 
department  of  the  same  carrier. 

Paragraph  8 of  Interpretation  Xo.  19  to  Decision  Xo.  2 reads  as 
follows : 

(8)  Employees  who  resigned  voluntarily  to  accept  or  secure  employment  at 
some  other  point  on  the  same  road  or  on  another  road  or  elsewhere  are  not 
entitled  to  back  pay  for  any  time  worked  for  any  carrier  excepting  the  time 
worked  for  the  carrier  by  whom  last  employed. 

The  employees  contend  that  they  are  entitled  to  back  pay  accruing 
under  Decision  Xo.  2 for  all  time  worked  for  the  same  company  in 
any  department’  regardless  of  transfer  from  one  department  to 
another  and  that  the  employee  referred  to  above  should  be  allowed 
back  pay  accordingly. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  352.— DOCKET  628. 

Chicago',  III.,  Novemher  4,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Proper  classification  and  rating  for  certain  employees 
at  pump  house,  Groveland,  X.  Y. 

Statement.— submission  indicates  that  there  are  three  em- 
ployees at  the  pump  house,  Groveland,  X.  Y.,  who  are  classified  and 
rated  as  pumpers;  and  that  during  the  period  of  Federal  control 
the  employees  contended  that  the  three  men  in  question  should  have 
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been  reclassified  and  paid  as  electrical  workers  under  the  provisions 
of  Supplement  No.  4 to  General  Order  No.  27,  the  dispute  involving 
this  question  having  been  submitted  jointly  to  the  Director  (General 
©f  Eailroads  for  decision,  and  upon  which  submission  Decision  No. 
15  was  rendered,  stating  that  the  employees  in  question  were  station- 
ary engineers  and  should  be  classified  and  j^aid  as  stationary  engi- 
neers under  section  2,  Article  II  of  Supplement  No.  7 to  General 
Order  No.  27. 

This  decision  apparently  was  never  applied  by  the  carrier,  as  tlie 
rate  paid  these  men  prior  to  the  issuance  of  Decision  No.  2 of  the 
Tabor  Board  was  $103  per  month,  while  the  minimum  rate  specified 
in  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27  for  stationary  engineers 
was  $110  per  month. 

The  evidence  further  indicates  that  subsequent  to  the  issuance 
of  Decision  No.  2 a conference  was  held  betw^een  representatives  of 
the  employees  and  representatives  of  the  carrier  at  which  conference 
the  carrier  offered  to  establish  a rate*  of  $110  per  month  for  the  posi- 
tions in  question,  to  which  would  be  added  the  increases  specified 
in  Decision  No.  2 for  pumper  and  pumper  engineers,  viz.,  8J  cents 
per  hour,  but  that  this  proposition  was  rejected  by  the  employees, 
they  contending  that  the  decision  of  the  Director  General  of  fciil- 
roads  established  the  classification  of  stationary  engineers  and  that 
the  rate  applicable  to  that  class  under  Supplement  No.  7 to  General 
Order  No.  27  plus  the  increase  specified  in  section  1,  Article  YIII 
of  Decision  No.  2,.  should  apply  to  employees  of  that  classification. 

Decision. — The  increases  specified  in  Decision  No.  2 were  to 
be  added  to  the  rates  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of 
the  United  States  Railroad  Administration.  Therefore,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  Director  General  of  Railroads  decided  that  the 
employees  in  question  were  stationary  engineers  within  the  mean- 
ing and  intent  of  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27,  the 
Lfabor  Board  decides  that  the  increases  specified  in  Decision  No.  2 
should  be  added  to  the  rate  of  pay  established  by  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration  for  stationary  engineers. 


DECISION  NO.  353.--DOCKET  655. 

Chicago,  111.,  November  I},  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Was  George  Alf  entitled  to  overtime  for  the  first  shift 
worked  in  the  car  department  after  exercising  his  seniority  rights  as 
outlined  below? 

Statement. — Written  evidence  was  filed  in  connection  with  this 
dispute  and  was  supplemented  by  oral  presentation  before  Bureau 
No.  2 of  the  Labor  Board. 

The  evidence  indicates  that  Mr.  Alf  was  employed  as  second-trick 
tender  repairman  in  engine  house  at  Sharon  and  was  laid  off'  October 
12,  1920,  account  of  reduction  in  force  in  the  locomotive  department  ; 
that  he  held  seniority  rights  as  a carman  at  Sharon  terminal  and 
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exercised  his  seniorit}^  by  accepting-  a position  in  the  car  department 
on  October  13  on  the  first  shift.  The  hours  of  service  in  the  loco- 
motive department  were  from  3 p.  m.  to  11  p.  m..  and  in  the  car 
department  from  7 a.  m.  to  3.15  p.  m.,  exclusive  of  lunch  period. 

Rule  13  of  the  national  agreement  covering  shop  employees  reads 
as  follows: 

Employees  changed  from  one  shift  to  another  will  be  paid  overtime  rates  for 
the  first  sliift  of  each  change.  Employees  working  two  shifts  or  more  on  a 
new  shift  shall  be  consideretl  transferred. 

Decision-. — The  rule  in  the  national  agreement  makes  no  distinc- 
tion as  to  whether  or  not  the  employee  is  transferred  at  the  instance 
of  the  carrier  or  of  his  own  accord. 

The  Labor  Board,  therefore,  decides  that  overtime  rate  in  accord- 
ance with  the  above  rule  should  have  been  allowed  George  Alf  for  the 
first  shift  of  the  above-referred-to  change. 


DECISION  NO.  354.— DOCKET  657. 

Chicago,  ni.,  Novemher  Jf,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Proper  seniority  datum  of  maintenance  of  way  em- 
ployees as  between  the  different  classes  in  that  department ; that  is, 
whether  under  the  rules  of  the  national  agreement  a man’s  seniority 
begins  anew  upon  each  promotion,  or  is  it  cumulative  over  his  full 
unbroken  service  period  beginning  with  the  date  of  his  original  em- 
j)loyment  in  the  subdepartment  to  which  he  is  attached. 

Statement. — A joint  submission  was  filed  in  this  dispute,  both 
sides  fully  setting  forth  their  respective  positions.  The  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts  is  as  follows : 

The  specific  case  arising  under  the  above  question  is  that  of  A.  G.  IMcSween, 
who  was  employed  as  an  extra  gang  foreman  on  the  Pensacola  Division  on 
September  7,  1918.  He  continued  in  that  capacity  until  December  15,  1920, 
when  his  gang  was  abolished.  Mr.  McSween  thereupon  took  a leave  of  ab- 
sence extending  until  March,  1921.  About  March  20  he  made  request  on  his 
roadmaster  to  be  allowed  to  displace  a section  foreman  junior  in  service  to  him 
merely  as  a foreman,  but  whose  unbroken  service  in  the  subdepartment  ante- 
dated that  of  Mr.  McSween.  In  view  of  the  construction  put  upon  the  seniority 
rules  of  the  national  agreement  by  the  railroad  company,  this  claim  was  de- 
nied. However,  as  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Em- 
ployees and  Railway  Shop  Laborers  contended  that  the  seniority  rules 
should  be  otherwise  applied,  the  railroad  company  was  willing  to  grant  this 
'request,  as  it  considered  that  the  seniority  rules  were  primarily  between  the 
men  themselves  and  was  willing  to  handle  it  as  they  desired,  provided  that  the 
railroad  company  would  not  thereby  be  penalized.  Mr.  McSween.  however, 
was  unwilling  to  assume  the  position  on  this  basis  without  being  allowed  back 
pay  for  the  full  time  that  he  was  out  of  the  service. 

Decision. — The  contention  of  the  employees  is  denied. 

This  decision  is  not  to  be  construed  as  being  applicable  to  rules  or 
understandings  mutually  agreed  to  subsequent  to  the  issuance  of 
Decision  No.  119. 
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DECISION  NO.  355.— DOCKET  664. 

Chicago,  111.,  Xovemlter  ),  19.21. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Proper  rate  of  pay  for  section  laborers  for  time  worked 
in  wrecking  service  on  Sunday. 

Statement. — Certain  section  laborers  at  Dupo,  111.,  were  called  to 
a wreck  on  Sunday,  December  26,  1920,  north  of  Conlogiie,  a station 
on  the  Illinois  Division  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad,  and  worked 
from  8 a.  m.  until  6 p.  m.  on  the  above  date.  They  were  com])ensated 
for  same  at  pro  rata  rate  for  the  first  eight  hours,  and  at  time  and 
one-half  rate  for  the  remainder  of  the  time  held  on  duty. 

Emvloyees'^  position. — It  is  the  contention  that  employees  men- 
tioned herein  are  entitled  to  punitive  overtime  rate  for  all  services 
rendered  on  Sundays,  v\^hich  is  in  keeping  with  the  latter  paragraph 
of  section  (a  5)  and  (a  6)  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  United 
Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  M^ay  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers.  Similar  claims  have  been  allowed  by  the  Missouri  Pacific 
management  on  various  occasions,  and  the  employees’  representatives 
are  unable  to  understand  why  these  claims  have  been  denied  at  recent 
date. 

Cai'^i^Ss  position. — On  Saturday  afternoon  the  foreman  of  section 
31  at  Dupo,  111.,  notified  certain  members  of  his  gang  to  report  at 
8 a.  m.,  Sunday,  December  26,  1920,  for  the  purpose  of  performing 
certain  work  incident  to  picking  up  wreck.  The  gang  worked,  with 
time  under  pay  for  meal,  from  8 a.  m.  to  6 p.  m.,  for  which  they 
were  paid  eight  hours  at  pro  rata  rate  and  two  hours  at  time  and  one- 
half.  The  carrier  contends  that  they  were  correctly  paid  in  line  with 
the  first  paragraph  of  section  5),  Article  V,  of  the  natioijal  agree- 
ment between  the  Director  General  of  Railroads  and  the  United 
Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers : 

Sunday  work,  full-day  period — {a  5).  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these 
rules,  time  worked  on  Sundays  and  the  followinj?  holidays:  New  Year’s, 
Washington’s  Birthday,  Decoration  Day,  Fourth  of  July,  Labor  Day,  Thanks- 
giving, and  Christmas  shall  be  paid  for  at  the  pro  rata  hourly  rate  when  the 
entire  number  of  hours  constituting  the  regular  week-day  assignment  are 
worked. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  356.— DOCKET  739. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  1921. 

Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Rate  applicable  to  signal  department  helper  assigned 
temporarily  as  assistant  signal  maintainer. 

Statement.— On  October  16,  1920,  W.  E.  Wangler,  signal  depart- 
ment helper,  was  assigned  temporarily  to  fill  the  position  of  assistant 
signal  maintainer  and  continued  to  fill  that  position  until  November 
27,  1920,  on  which  date  another  assistant  signal  maintainer  resigned 
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and  Mr.  Wangler  was  permanently  continued  in  the  position  of 
assistant  signal  maintainer. 

Section  23,  Article  II,  of  the  national  agreement  promulgated  by 
the  United  States  Eailroad  Administration,  reads  as  follows: 

When  an  employee  is  required  to  fill  the  place  of  another  employee  receiving 
a higher  rate  of  pay,  he  shall  receive  the  higher  rate;  but  if  required  to  fill 
temporarily  the  place  of  another  employee  receiving  a lower  rate  his  rate  will 
not  be  changed. 

Section  2,  Article  V,  of  the  same  agreement  reads  as  follows : 

Employees  promoted  to  the  position  of  assistant* signalman  or  assistant  signal 
maintainer  after  the  effective  date  of  this  agreement,  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 3,  Article  I,  shall  be  paid  49  cents  per  hour  for  the  first  six  months,  with 
an  increase  of  2 cents  per  hour  for  every  six  months  thereafter  until  they 
have  completed  four  years’  service  in  accordance  with  paragraph  &,  section  3, 
Article  I. 

The  assistant  signal  maintainer  whose  position  was  temporarily 
tilled  by  Mr.  Wangler  received  TO  cents  per  hour,  based  upon  his 
3^ears  of  experience.  Mr.  Wangler  was  paid  at  the  rate  of  62  cents 
per  hour  while  temporarily  filling  the  position  of  the  assistant  signal 
maintainer,  this  being  the  minimum  rate  for  assistant  signal  main- 
tainers  for  the  first  six  months’  service.  Upon  the  resignation  of  an 
assistant  signal  maintainer  Mr.  AYangler  was  permanently  assigned 
to  that  position,  being  continued  at  the  rate  of  62  cents  per  hour, 
which  is  the  starting  rate  for  the  position. 

Employees^  2)Osition,-—T\\Q  position  of  the  employees  has  been  sum- 
marized as  follows : 

It  is  the  position  of  the  employees  that  when  a helper  is  tem- 
porarily assigned  to  fill  the  place  of  assistant  signal  maintainer  he 
should  be  paid  the  rate  applying  to  the  employee  whose  position  he 
fills,  regardless  of  his  years  of  experience;  and  they  therefore  con- 
tend that  Mr.  AVangler  should  have  been  paid  the  rate  of  TO  cents  per 
hour  while  filling  the  position  of  an  employee  who  was  so  rated. 

Carrier’s  position. — The  carrier’s  position  is  summarized  as  fol- 
lows : 

The  carrier  contends  that  it  has  complied  with  the  meaning  and 
intent  of  the  national  agreement,  as  the  helper  in  question  had  no 
experience  as  an  assistant  signal  maintainer;  that  had  he  been  pro- 
moted to  a regular  position  at  the  time  he  was  temporarily  assigned 
his  rate  of  pay  would  have  been  62  cents  per  hour  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  national  agreement,  which  rate  was  allowed;  and  that 
in  selecting  the  employee  from  the  helper’s  class  to  fill  the  position 
they  virtually  gave  him  an  opportunity  to  prove  his  ability  and 
aptitude  for  a permanent  position  as  assistant  signal  maintainer. 

The  carrier  further  contends  that  it  is  neither  consistent  nor  reason- 
able to  pay  an  employee  a higher  rate  of  pay  when  engaged  in  filling 
a position  temporarily  than  the  same  employee  would  receive  if  the 
position  were  assigned  permanently. 

Decision. — Based  upon  its  construction  of  the  rules  above  referred 
to,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  a signal  department  helper  as- 
signed temporarily  to  fill  the  position  of  assistant  signal  maintainer 
should  have  received  for  said  temporary  assignment  the  same  rate 
of  pay  allowed  the  employee  permanently  assigned  to  the  position, 
but  that  when  a permanent  assignment  to  the  position  of  assistant 
signal  maintainer  is  made,  the  rate  established  by  section  2,  Article 
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V,  of  the  national  agreement  between  the  United  States  Uailroad 
Administration  and  the  Brotherhood  of  Bailroad  Sii^nalmen  of 
America  should  apply. 


DECISION  NO.  357.— DOCKET  m. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  //.  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

MimieapeJis  & St.  Louis  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — There  has  been  duly  filed  with  the  Labor  Board  appli- 
cation for  decision  in  connection  with  dispute  alleged  to  exist  be- 
tween the  above-named  parties  with  reference  to  the  negotiations  of 
rules  and  working  conditions  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Decision 
No.  119.  The  questions  in  dispute  are — 

(a)  Has  the  system  federation  representing  the  Federated  Shop 
Crafts  the  right  to  negotiate  an  agreement  covering  employees  per- 
forming mechanics’  work  and  their  helpers  in  the  maintenance  and 
repair  of  water-service  equipment,  coal-chute  machinery,  scale  work, 
etc.,  coming  under  the  jurisdiction, of  the  bridge  and  building  de- 
partment of  the  above-named  railroad? 

(h)  If  the  above  is  conceded,  has  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  the 
right  to  include  rules  governing  such  mechanics  and  helpers  in  the 
bridge  and  building  department  and  maintenance  of  way  depart- 
ment in  the  agreement  with  the  railroad? 

Statement. — Written  evidence  was  submitted  b}^  the  respective 
parties  and  oral  hearing  conducted  in  connection  with  this  case.  It 
developed  at  said  hearing  that  the  question  of  jurisdictional  right  to 
represent  the  employees  above  referred  to  had  been  settled  between 
the  interested  organizations  wher-eby  the  right  of  representation  was 
conceded  to  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  and  the  carrier  was  so 
notified. 

The  carrier  contended  that  it  was  not  their  understanding  that 
an  employee  by  virtue  of  belonging  to  a certain  organization  is  auto- 
matically placed  in  that  class  or  craft,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is 
their  understanding  that  his  craft  or  class  is  determined  by  the  de- 
partment in  which  he  is  employed ; and  further  contended  that  pump 
repairers  or  so-called  water-service  men  are  a part  and  parcel  of  the 
bridge  and  building  department  of  this  carrier  and  should  be  so  con- 
sidered, for  Avhich  class  of  employees  the  committee  representing  the 
maintenance  of  way  employees  and  railway  shop  laborer's  furnished 
representation  for  the  majority. 

Eegarding  the  second  question  above,  it  is  indicated  that  the  em- 
ployees endeavored  to  submit  this  question  to  the  Labor  Board 
separate  from  the  submission  on  rules  and  working  conditions,  but 
were  unable  to  get  the  carrier  to  become  a party  to  a joint  submission 
on  that  particular  question,  the  carrier  contending  that  the  matter 
should  be  held  in  abeyance  and  submitted  with  rules. 

Decision. — (a)  The  evidence  clearly  indicated  that  question  (a) 
involved  jurisdiction  between  organizations;  this  question  has  been 
decided  and  there  is,  therefore,  no  necessity  for  further  action  on  the 
part  of  the  Labor  5oard, 
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{b)  There  being  no  question  as  to  the  system  federation  repre- 
senting a majority  of  each  craft  or  class,  the  Labor  Board  decides 
that  the  agreement  between  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  and  the  car- 
rier shall,  if  said  federation  so  elects,  cover  and  apply  to  all  em- 
ployees comprised  in  said  class  or  crafts  employed  in  the  mainte- 
nance of  way  department  and  the  signal  and  telegraph  department, 
as  well  as  the  maintenance  of  equipment  departments;  provided 
this  decision  shall  not  operate  to  prevent  the  negotiation  of  such  spe^ 
cial  rules  for  said  maintenance  of  way  and  signal  and  telegraph  de- 
partments as  are  necessary  for  the  economical  operation  of  said  de- 
paiTtments  and  peculiarly  applicable  to  the  nature  of  the  work  and 
the  condition  surrounding  it  in  said  departments  as  distinguished 
from  the  more  highly  specialized  work  of  the  maintenance  of  equip- 
ment department. 


DECISION  NO.  358.— DOCKET  779. 

Chicago.  III.,  November  4,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Shall  fire  cleaners  at  Grand  Pass,  Mo.,  who  are  receiv- 
ing 4^  cents  per  hour  less  than  fire  cleaners  at  terminals  on  the 
Eastern  Di\dsion  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad,^  which  di.fierential 
was  previously  established,  be  paid  the  same  rate  as  the  fire  cleaners 
employed  at  said  terminals? 

Decision. — No. 


DECISION  NO.  359.— DOCKET  501. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  E.  D.  Bates,  warehouse 
clerk,  dismissed  from  the  service  October  15,  1920. 

Decision. — Request  of  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  360.— DOCKET  537. 


Chicago,  III.,  November  4,  1921. 


Brotherhood  of  R^Iway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Bulletining  of  certain  positions  in  regional  accounting 
department,  Chattanooga,  Tenn. 

Statement. — In  June,  1920,  the  rates  of  pay  of  several  positions  in 
the  agency  accounts’  section,  regional  accounting  department,  Chatta- 
nooga, Tenn.,  were  increased  by  the  carrier,  and  said  positions  were 
not  bulletined. 
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The  employees  state  that  rule  15  of  the  agreement  between  the 
employees  and  the  carrier,  effective  February  15,  1920,  provides 
that,  except  where  changes  in  rates  result  from  negotiations  for 
adjustments  of  a general  character,  the  changing  of  a rate  of  a speci- 
fied position  for  a particular  reason  shall  constitute  a new  position. 
The  employees  contend  that  the  increases  in  rates  of  the  positions 
in  question  were  not  the  result  of  negotiations  for  adjustment  of  a 
general  character  and  that  the  positions  should  have  been  bulletined 
in  accordance  with  rule  10  of  the  agreement. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  rates  of  pay  of  several  positions  in  the 
office  in  question  were  increased  as  stated  above  and  were  not  bulle- 
tined. It  is  claimed  that  these  increases  were  made  in  conjunction 
with  general  increases  granted  employees  in  express  service  through- 
out the  country  where  economic  conditions  made  increases  necessary ; 
furthermore,  that  these  increases  were  made  for  the  purpose  of 
retaining  the  service  of  certain  employees  on  the  positions  in  ques- 
tion, and  that  no  protest  has  been  made  by  the  clerks’  organization 
with  reference  to  the  increases,  nor  has  any  application  been  received 
from  any  employee  in  the  office  for  the  positions  increased.  The 
carrier  contends  that  to  comply  with  the  employees’  requests  would 
require  the  bulletining  of  thousands  of  positions  in  express  service, 
which  were  affected  by  the  general  increases  made  during  the  early 
|:)art  of  the  year  1920,  and  would  cause  an  impairment  of  the  service 
and  constitute  a disruption  of  seniority  rules. 

The  records  of  the  Labor  Board  show  that  during  the  period  Janu- 
ary to  August,  1920,  general  increases  were  granted  to  employees  in 
the  express  service  throughout  the  country  for  the  purpose  of  retain- 
ing in  the  service  employees  who  were  being  attracted  to  more  re- 
munerative employment  elsewhere.  It  further  appears  that  the 
positions  involved  in  this  dispute  were  increased  in  the  month  of 
June,  1920,  and  that  no  protest  was  filed  with  the  carrier  in  regard 
to  bulletining  the  positions  increased  until  the  month  of  October 
of  that  year. 

Decision. — Bequest  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO,  361.— DOCKET  544. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  4,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Shall  the  increases  granted  to  employees  in  express 
service  at  Hartford,  Conn.,  under  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  3,  be 
added  to  the  rates  in  effect  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920,  or  shall  the 
increases  be  added  to  rates  which  include  increases  granted  by  the 
carrier  after  that  date? 

Statement. — Article  II  of  Decision  No.  3 reads  in  part  as  follows : 

For  each  of  the  hereinafter-named  classes  add  the  following  amounts  per 
hour  to  the  rates  of  pay  in  effect  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920,  provided  that  in- 
creases in  rates  of  pay  made  since  March  1,  1920,  where  such  increases  were 
made  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  inequalities,  will  be  preserved  and  the 
increases  herein  established  added  thereto. 
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During  the  month  of  March.  1920,  employees  in  express  service  at 
Hartford,  Conn.,  received  increases  of  from  $5  to  $10  per  month. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  increases  granted  after  ISIarch  1, 
1920,  were  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  inequalities  within  the  mean- 
ing and  intent  of  the  language  of  Decision  No.  3,  above  quoted,  and 
that  the  increases  granted  by  Decision  No.  3 should  have  been  added 
to  the  rates  established  after  March  1,  .1920,  which  included  said 
increases. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  increases  granted  by  Decision  No.  3 
were  added  to  the  rates  of  pay  in  effect  March  1,  1920,  and  contends 
that  the  increases  granted  after  March  1,  1920,  were  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  adjusting  inequalities,  but,  on  the  contrary,  were  made  to 
retain  employees  who  had  threatened  to  leave  the  service  if  increases 
were  not  granted.  The  carrier  further  contends  that  there  is  no 
fixed  relationship  between  positions  in  express  service  at  Hartford, 
Conn.,  and  positions  at  other  towns  in  the  district  in  which  Hartford 
is  located,  and  that  the  term  “adjusting  inequalities”  as  used  in 
Decision  No.  3 has  reference  solely  to  inequalities  in  rates  of  pay  of 
positions  in  the  same  office  or  on  the  same  messenger  run. 

The  Labor  Board  does  not  consider  the  increases  granted  employees 
in  express  service  at  Hartford,  Conn.,  referred  to  in  this  dispute,  as 
increases  made  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  inequalities  within  the 
meaning  and  intent  of  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  3. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  increases  granted  un- 
der Article  II  of  Decision  No.  3 shall  be  added  to  the  rates  of  pay  for 
the  employees  in  express  service  involved  in  this  dispute,  in  effect  at 
12.01  a.  m.,  March  1, 1920. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  362.— DOCKET  545. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  4,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  that  senior  applicant  be  assigned  to  position  in 
another  seniori^  district. 

Statement. — On  September  7,  1920,  position  of  waybill  sorter  was 
posted  in  the  district  accounting  bureau,  St.  Louis,  Mo.  On  Septem- 
ber 14,  1920,  Bose  Landgraf  and  Eva  Schertz  filed  application  for  the 
' position.  On  the  same  date  the  position  was  awarded  to  Laura  A. 
Beavers.  At  the  time  Miss  Landgraf  and  Mrs.  Schertz  made  appli- 
cation for  the  position  they  were  both  out  of  the  service  on  account  of 
reduction  in  force,  but  Miss  Beavers  was  holding  a position  in  the 
carrier’s  service  at  another  point.  None  of  these  employees  were  em- 
ployed in  the  seniority  district  in  which  the  position  was  bulletined. 

The  employees  contend  that  an  assignment  was  made  to  the  posi- 
tion in  question  before  the  expiration  of  the  10-day  period  provided 
in  rule  10  of  the  agreement  between  the  employees  and  the  carrier, 
effective  February  15,  1920;  furthermore,  that  Miss  Landgraf  and 
JSIrs.  Schertz  had  sufficient  fitness  and  ability  for  the  position  for 

09915°— 22 24 


370 


DECISIOi!^S  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 


wliich  they  applied,  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  rule  21 
of  the  agreement,  they  should  have  been  given  preference  over  Miss 
Beavers. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  position  in  question  was  one  recently 
created  in  a new  seniority  district,  none  of  the  emplo3^ees  involved  in 
this  dispute  posessing  any  seniority  rights  in  that  district.  The 
carrier  contends  that  the  only  obligation  on  their  part  with  respect 
to  the  appointment  was  to  give  employees  preference  over  nonem- 
ployees, and  this  requirement  was  fulfilled  in  the  appointment  of 
Miss  Beavers  to  the  position. 

Kule  21  of  the  agreement  between  the  employees  and  the  carrier, 
effective  February  15,  1920,  reads  as  follows: 

Filin .£?  applications. — Employees  filing  applications  for  positions  bulletined  on 
other  districts  or  on  other  rosters  will,  if  they  possess  sufficient  fitness  and 
ability,  be  given  preference  over  nonemployees. 

The  employees  admit  that  none  of  the  employees  referred  to  in  this 
dispute  held  seniority  rights  in  the  seniority  district  in  which  the  po- 
sition in  question  was  posted.  The  employees  assigned  to  the  position 
in  question  had  previously  held  a position  in  the  carrier’s  service  at 
another  station  which  was  abolished  upon  the  establishment  of  the 
district  accounting  bureau  at  St.  Louis,  Mo. 

Decision. — ^Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  363.— DOCKET  548. 

Chicar/o,  TIL,  November  //,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question.—rShsLll  the  increases  granted  to  employees  in  the  express 
service  at  Lancaster,  Pa,,  under  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  3 be  added 
to  the  rate  in  effect  at  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1, 1920,  or  shall  the  increases 
be  added  to  the  rates  in  effect  March  15,  1920,  which  include  increases 
granted  to  said  employees  after  March  1,  1920? 

Statement. — Article  II  of  Decision  No.  3 reads  as  follow^s : 

For  each  of  the  hereinafter-named  classes  add  the  following  amounts  per 
hour  to  the  rates  of  pay  in  effect  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920,  provided  that 
increases  in  rates  of  pay  made  since  March  1,  1920,  where  such  increases  w'ere 
made  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  inequalities,  will  be  preserved  and  the 
increases  herein  established  added  thereto. 

Effective  March  15,  1920,  rates  of  pay  of  employees  in  express 
service  at  Lancaster,  Pa.,  were  increased  from  $5  to  $10  per  month. 
Tlie  increases  granted  by  Decision  No.  3 were  applied  to  the  rates 
in  effect  12.01  a,  m.,  March  1,  1920,  and  absorbed  the  increases 
granted  March  15,  1920. 

The  employees  state  that  the  increases  effective  March  15,  1920, 
followed  a conference  between  representatives  of  the  carrier  and  the 
employees  in  express  service  at  Lancaster,  Pa.,  at  which  the  em- 
ployees presented  a petition  stating  that  if  their  salaries  were  not 
increased  or  adjusted  to  rates  paid  at  other  towns  they  would  resign 
from  the  service.  They  contend  that  the  representative  of  the  car- 
rier informed  them  at  the  time  the  increases  effective  March  15, 
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1920,  were  made,  that  these  increases  were  for  the  purpose  of  adjust- 
ing inequalities  or  to  correct  misapplication  of  previous  wage  awards, 
and  that  the  increases  granted  'by  Decision  No.  3 should  be  added  to 
the  rates  of  pay  in  effect  March  15,  1920,  instead  of  12.01  a.  m., 
March  1,  1920. 

The  carrier  contends  that  the  increases  effective  March  15,  1920, 
were  solely  for  the  purpose  of  retaining  the  employees  in  the  service 
and  to  avoid  a strike,  and  that  they  were  not  increases  made  for  the 
purpose  of  adjusting  inequalities,  as  they  have  never  recognized  any 
fixed  relationship  between  the  employees  at  one  station  and  those  at 
another. 

The  Labor  Board  does  not  consider  the  increases  granted  to  the 
employees  in  express  service  at  Lancaster,  Pa.,  effective  March  15, 
1920,  to  be  increases  made  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  inequalities 
within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  language  of  Article  II  of 
Decision  No.  3,  herein  quoted. 

Decision, — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  increases  granted 
under  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  3 shall  be  added  to  the  rates  of  pay 
of  the  employees  in  express  service  at  Lancaster,  Pa.,  in  effect  12.01' 
a.  m.,  March  1,  1920. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  364.— DOCKET  498. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  5,  1921. 

American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul 

Railway  Co, 

Question. — Bequest  for  reinstatement  of  C.  L.  Kinner,  who  was 
dismissed  from  the  service  October  30,  1920. 

Decision. — Basing  this  decision  on  the  evidence  before  it,  includ- 
ing j)roceeding  of  hearing,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  request  for 
reinstatement  of  employee  in  question  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  365.— DOCKET  512. 

Chicago,  III.,  NoVemher  5,  1921. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  regarding  the  right  of  the  carrier  to  abolish 
positions  of  telegraph  operators  at  Paris,  Ky. 

SMenien^.—At  Paris,  Ky.,  there  were  employed  five  telegraph 
operators  who  performed  the  telegraph  and  telephone  work  in  the 
telegraph  office  and  the  dispatchers’  office  located  in  the  same  build- 
ing. On  February  10,  1921,  four  of  these  positions  were  abolished. 
The  remaining  operator  was  assigned  to  service  from  7.45  a.  m.  to 
4.45  p.  m.,  and  the  train  dispatchers  were  thereafter  required  to 
handle  all  telegraph  work  outside  of  the  hours  of  the  remaining 
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telegraph  operator's  assignment  and  some  telegraph  work  during  the 
period  of  the  operator’s  assignment. 

The  employees  state  that  the  telegraphing  performed  by  the  te- 
legraphers at  the  station  named  consisted  of  the  transmission  of  mes- 
sages pertaining  to  the  general  business  of  the  carrier — such  as  coal 
reports,  car  and  engine  reports,  consists,  ticket  and  freight  rate  in- 
quiries, embargoes,  reservations,  and  otiier  telegrams  exchanged  be- 
tween the  division  officials  and  the  local  officials.  It  is  claimed  that 
the  telegraphing  above  described  has  been  assigned  to  the  train  dis- 
patchers. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  transfer  of  work  of  telegraph 
operators  to  employees  in  other  branches  of  the  .service  for  the  pur- 
pose of  relieving  telegraphers  is  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the 
agreement  between  the  employees  and  the  carrier,  and  request  that 
the  positions  of  such  of  them  as  may  now  be  necessary  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  service  be  restored. 

The  carrier  sfates  that  Paris,  Ky.,  was  formerly  ^ division  ter- 
minal for  freight  trains.  The  telegraphers  at  that  point  were  re- 
quired to  handle  the  various  reports  and  messages  incident  to  ter- 
minal activities,  and  also  assisted  the  dispatchers  who  were  located 
on  the  floor  above  the  telegraph  office  in  the  same  building.  At 
present  the  only  telegraphing  done  is  that  pertaining  to  business 
handled  by  the  division  officers  at  that  point.  There  is  a telegraph 
office  in  the  freight  station  where  all  of  the  telegraph  business  per- 
taining to  the  agency  is  handled. 

The  carrier  contends  that  business  on  the  division  with  headquar- 
ters at  Paris,  Ky.,  decreased  sufficiently  to  enable  the  train  dispatch- 
ers to  perform  Avithout  assistance  all  telegraphing  incident  to  the 
operation  of  trains,  and  that  since  the  terminal  work  was  discontin- 
ued the  only  messages  handled  by  telegraph  are  those  exchanged  be- 
tween the  superintendent,  trainmasters,  chief  dispatchers,  and  local 
officials,  and  this  telegraphing  does  not  require  the  ser^dce  of  more 
than  one  operator.  The  carrier  therefore  reduced  the  force  com- 
mensurate with  the  actual  requirement  of  the  service,  and  claims 
that  this  action  is  not  in  conflict  with  any  order  or  agreement  gov- 
erning the  service  in  AAffiich  employees  involved  in  this  dispute  are 
engaged. 

Decision, — Kequest  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  366.— DOCKET  550. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  5,  W21. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Kequest  for  reinstatement  of  J.  Lee  Logsdon,  dismissed 
from  the  service  September  10,  1920. 

Decision. — Basing  this  decision  on  the  evidence  before  it,  includ- 
ing proceedings  of  hearing,  the  Labor  Board  desides  that  request  for 
reinstatement  of  the  employees  in  question  is  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  387.— DOCKET  564. 

Chicnoo,  III.,  November  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
a*id  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Eequest  that  senior  applicant  be  assigned  to  position  in 
another  seniority  district.  ' 

Statement, — On  October  7,  1920,  position  of  mail  carrier,  Elkins, 
W.  Va,,  was  bulletined.  No  applications  for  this  position  were  re- 
ceived from  employees  on  the  clerks’  seniority  roster  in  the  seniorit^^ 
district  in  which  the  position  was  posted.  However,  an  employee 
in  the  store  department  and  another  in  the  car  department  applied 
for  same.  The  position  was  awarded  to  the  employee  in  the  car 
department. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  position  should  have  been  awarded 
to  the  emplo}’ee  in  the  store  department  for  the  reason  that  he  was 
older  in  the  service  than  the  employee  in  the  car  department  and  that 
he  was  employed  in  a department  in  which  the  provisions  of  the 
clerks’  national  agreement  applied,  whereas  the  emploj^ee  in  the  car 
department  was  engaged  in  service  governed  by  rules  of  an  agree- 
ment with  another  class  of  employees.  The  employees  claim  that 
rule  24  of  the  clerics’  national  agreement  provides  that  employees 
filing  application  for  positions  bulletined  in  other  seniority  districts 
should,  if  they  possess  sufficient  fitness  and  ability,  be  given  prefer- 
ence over  nonemployees.  The  emplo^^ees  construe  this  rule  to  re- 
quire the  appointment  of  an  emplo3^ee  in  a department  in  which  the 
provisions  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  apply,  in  preference 
to  emploj^ees  working  in  other  departments  under  the  provisions  of 
agreements  with  other  organizations. 

The  carrier  states  that  when  the  position  of  mail  carrier  was  bul-' 
letined  no  applications  were  received  for  same  from  any  employee 
on  the  clerks’  seniority  roster  on  which  it  was  posted,  and  contends 
that  the  assignment  of  the  position  to  the  employee  in  the  car  de- 
partment who  made  application  for  same  v/as  not  in  conflict  with 
the  rules  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

It  appears  that  when  the  position  of  mail  carrier  was  bulletined 
two  applications  were  received — one  from  an  employee  in  the  car 
department  and  another  from  the  employee  in  the  store  department. 
The  emploj^ee  in  the  store  department  was  older  in  the  service,  but 
the  position  vv-as  awarded  to  the  employee  in  the  car  department. 
Neither  of  these  employees  had  any  seniority  rights  in  the  seniority 
district  in  which  the  position  of  mail  carrier  was  bulletined. 

Rule  24  of  the  clerks’  national, agreement  reads  as  follows: 

Employees  filing  applications  for  positions  bulletined  on  other  districts  or  on 
other  rosters  will,  if  they  possess  sutficient  fitness  and  ability,  be  given  prefer- 
ence over  nonemployees. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  emplo}^ees  is  denied. 


374 


DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 


DECISION  NO.  368.— DOCKET  641. 


Chicafjo,  III.,  November  .7. 


Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Is  the  position  held  by  John  Melvin  a clerical  position 
as  defined  in  rule  4,  Article  II,  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  ? 

Statement. — Mr.  Melvin  is  employed  in  the  Rankin  Tract  passenger 
yard,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  and  is  classified  and  paid  as  a car  cleaner. 

The  employees  state  that  his  duties  consist  of  keeping  reports  and 
accounts,  writing  and  transcribing  repair  statement,  and  performing 
similar  work  foiva  period  averaging  five  hours  per  day  regularly; 
and  contend  that  his  position  is  one  which  should  be  designated  as  a 
clerical  position,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  rule  4,  Article 
II,  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

The  carrier  states  that  at  the  passenger  yard  above  named  there 
are  employed  approximately  120  coach  cleaners.  The  number  of  cars 
handled  per  day  is  approximately  155,  and  an  average  of  124  of  these 
cars  are  handled  on  the  first  shift.  There  is  one  coach  cleaner  on  the 
first  shift  required  to  record  the  atmospheres  of  gas  in  the  containers 
of  each  passenger  car  upon  arrival  at  the  passenger  yard,  and  also  to 
record  the  amount  of  gas  supplied  to  such  cars.  In  addition  to  this 
work  the  employee  makes  a check  of  minor  repairs  to  Pullman  cars 
handled  by  the  repair  forces,  which  consumes  from  45  minutes  to 
1 hour  each  day.  The  carrier  further  •states  that  Mr.  Melvin  was 
employed  as  a coach  cleaner  and  has  never  been  classified  as  a clerk, 
and  contends  that  the  work  performed  by  him  should  no  more  change 
his  occupation  or  classification  than  the  recording  of  certain  informa- 
tion by  conductors,  yard  foremen,  car  inspectors,  etc.,  should  place 
such. employees  under  the  provisions  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  John 
Melvin  devotes  more  than  four  hours  a day  to  clerical  work  as  defined 
in  rule  4,  Article  II,  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of 
Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Sta- 
tion Employees. 

The  position  of  the  employees  is  therefore  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  369.— DOCKET  674. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  .7,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  equalization  of  rates  of  pay  of  two  posi- 
tions in  the  settlement  department,  Indianapolis,  Ind. 

Statement. — In  the  department  in  question  there  are  two  employees 
who  received,  prior  to  the  application  of  Decision  No.  3,  $132.64  and 
$152.64  per  month.  Prior  to  September  1,  1920,  both  employees  were 
designated  as  settlement  clerks,  but  since  that  date  the  lower-rated 
employee  has  been  designated  on  the  pay  roll  as  assistant  settlement 
clerk. 


DECISIONS. 


375 


The  employees  contend  that  the  work  of  the  two  positions  is 
identical,  and  that  the  rates  of  same  should  be  equalized  in  accord- 
ance with  section  (&),  Article  I,  of  Supplement  No.  19  to  General 
Order  No.  27,  issued  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration. 

The  carrier  contends  tliat  Supplement  No.  19  does  not  provide  for 
the  equalization  of  rates  of  employees  doing  the  same  class  of  work, 
but  only  of  employees  doing  the  smie  work.  Furthermore,  that  the 
higher  rate  is  paid  to  an  employee  who  was  formerly  cashier,  and 
whose  position  was  abolished  in  the  consolidation  of  the  express  com- 
panies at  that  point.  Therefore,  the  payment  of  the  higher  rate  is 
for  a special  or  extraordinary  reason  within  the  meaning  and  intent 
of  section  (6),  Article  I,  of  Supplement  No.  19  to  General  Order 
No.  27. 

Section  (Z>),  Article  I.  of  Supplement  No.  19  to  General  Order  No. 
27,  reads  as  follows : 

Where  two  or  more  employees  are  assigned  to  the  same  agency,  or  messenger 
run,  and  performing  the  same  general  duties  at  different  rates  of  pay,  the  pay 
of  tlie  position  as  of  January  1,  1918,  mentioned  in  section  (« ) shall  be  assumed 
to  he  the  highest  standard  wage  paid  by  any  of  the  express  companies  succeeded 
by  the  American  Railway  Express  Co.  for  that  position,  it  being  the  intent  to 
equalize  the  rates  of  pay  for  the  same  work  at  the  same  agency,  or  upon  the 
same  messenger  run,  *****  Higher  standard  wage  ” as  aforesaid  shall 
not  be  held  to  apply  to  eases  where  a particular  employee  or  group  of  employees 
has  rec-eived,  for  some  special  or  extraordinary  reason,  wages  in  excess  of  the 
going  rate  for  service  of  similar  sc*oi)e  and  responsibilities. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  that  at  the 
time  of  the  consolidation  of  the  various  express  companies  at  Indian- 
apolis the  employee  who,  prior  to'^application  of  Decision  No.  3,  was 
paid  the  rate  of  $152.64  was  engaged  as  a cashier  for  one  of  the  ex- 
press companies,  and  rather  than  reduce  his  rate  of  pay  he  was 
assigned  to  the  settlement  department,  where  he  continued  at  his  old 
I'ate.  The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the  two  em- 
ployees involved  in  this  dispute  are  not  performing  the  same  work 
at  the  same  agency  within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  provisions 
of  section  (6),  Article  I,  of  Supplement  No.  19  to  General  Order  No. 
27,  above  quoted. 

Decision. — Request  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  370.— DOCKET  675. 
Chicago,  III.,  November  5,  1921. 


Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Was  the  position  held  by  Miss  Albertson  in  the  super- 
intendent’s office,  Nashville,  Tenn.,  included  within  the  scope  of  the 
agreement  between  the  employees  and  the  carrier,  effective  February 
15,  1920,  as  defined  in  rule  1 of  Article  I thereof? 

Statement. — During  the  period  of  Miss  Albertson’s  employment, 
which  terminated  November,  1920.  her  position  was  classified  on  the 
pay  roll  as  clerk  and  stenographer. 

The  employees  state  that  in  the  office  in  question  there  are  em- 
ployed, in  addition  to  the  chief  clerk  and  secretary  to  the  superin- 
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tendent,  a pay-roll  clerk,  two  miscellaneous  clerks,  and  two  ste- 
nographers ; and  contend  that  under  the  provisions  of  the  agreement 
effective  February  15,  1920,  there  should  be  only  two  personal-office- 
force  positions  in  the  office  in  question — namely,  the  chief  clerk  and 
one  private  stenographer.  It  is  claimed  that  the  work  performed 
by  Miss  Albertson  consisted  of  checking  pay-roll  accounts  and  was 
not  of  a confidential  nature  which  could  be  construed  to  come  within 
the  scope  of  the  term  “ personal  office  force  ” within  the  intent  of 
the  agreement. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  position  held  by  Miss  Albertson  was 
that  of  stenographer  and  clerk  in  the  superintendent’s  office  at  Nash- 
ville, Tenn.,  and  contends  that  her  position  was  properly  excepted 
from  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  effective  February  15,  1920, 
1>y  exception  (Z>),  rule  1 of  Article  I thereof. 

Exception  (&),  rule  1 of  Article  I of  the  agreement  between  the 
employees  and  the  carrier,  effective  February  15,  1920,  reads  as 
follows : 

This  agreement  shall  not  apply  to  chief  clerks  or  certain  supervisory  agents, 
or  to  the  personal  office  forces  of  such  officials  as  superintendents,  their  equals 
or  superiors  in  official  rank  * * *. 

Personal  office  forces  will  vary  according  to  the  organization  of  the  depart- 
ments and  offices  involved ; therefore,  the  positions  constituting  personal  office 
forces  can  not  be  designated  for  all  departments  and  offices.  They  include  posi- 
tions of  a direct  and  confidential  nature,  and  it  is  the  intent  that  the  duties 
and  responsibilities  shall  govern.  The  appointing  officer  shall  be  the  judge, 
subject  to  appeal,  as  provided  in  Article  No.  Ill,  in  the  event  of  questions 
arising  as  to  the  justification  for  classification. 

The  exception  to  rule  1 of  Article  I of  the  agreement  above  quoted 
provides  that  personal . office  forces  will  vary  according  to  the  or- 
ganization of  the  departments  and  the  offices  involved.  It  does  not 
limit'  the  number  of  excepted  positions  in  the  offices  of  superin- 
tendents, similar  or  higher  officials ; it  does  provide  that  the  appoint- 
ing officer  shall  be  the  judge  of  what  positions  shall  be  construed 
as  personal  office  force,  and  for  an  appeal  to  higher  officers  of  the 
carrier  in  the  event  of  questions  arising  as  to  the  justification  for  the 
classification. 

decision,— Labor  Board  decides  that  the  position  held  by  Miss 
Albertson  in  the  superintendent’s  office  at  Nashville,  Tenn.,  did  not 
come  within  the  scope  of  the  agreement  between  the  employees  and 
the  carrier,  effective  February  15,  1920,  as  defined  in  rule  1 of  Article 
I thereof. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  371.— DOCKET  676. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  equalization  of  rate  of  position  of  as- 
sistant paymaster  with  rate  of  position  of  bookkeeper  at  Philadel- 
phia, Pa. 
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Statement. — At  the  station  in  question  the  assistant  paymaster 
received,  prior  to  the  application  of  Decision  No.  3,  $107.50  per 
month.  The  bookkeeper  at  the  same  station  received  prior  to  the 
application  of  said  decision  $125  per  month. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  duties  performed  by  the  assistant 
paymaster  are  practically  the  same  as  those  of  position  of  book- 
keeper, and  that  under  the  provisions  of  Article  I of  section  (g), 
supplement  No.  19  to  general  order  No.  27  of  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration,  the  rate  of  said  position  should  be  the 
same  as  that  of  the  position  of  bookkeeper. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  rates  of  the  two  positions  involved  in 
this  dispute  have  been  properly  adjusted  in  accordance  with  all 
orders,  supplements,  agreements,  and  decisions  applicable  thereto, 
and  contends  that  the  work  of  the  position  is  not  the  same  work 
within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  section  and  article  of  the 
supplement  above  referred  to. 

Section  (g),  Article  I of  supplement  No.  19  to  general  order  No.  27, 
reads  as  follows : 

The  wages  for  new  positions  as  created  shall  be  in  conformity  with  the  wages 
for  positions  of  similar  kind  or  class  (1)  at  the  agency  v/here  created  if  there 
is  a position  of  similar  kind  or  class,  or  (2)  if  none  the  seniority  department 
or  district  established  under  the  provisions  of  section  (&),  Article  XI  of  this 
order,  shall  govern. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  position  of  assistant  paymaster  was 
created  in  the  month  of  November,  1919,  during  the  period  of 
Federal  control.  The  employees  contend  that  the  work  of  this  posi- 
tion was  at  that  time  relatively  the  same  as  that  of  the  bookkeeper, 
and  tliat  the  rate  of  same  should  have  been  established  in  conformity 
with  the  rate  of  position  of  bookkeepers,  which  is  a position  of  similar 
kind  or  class  at  the  agency  where  created. 

Tlie  employees  contend  that  the  disparity  still  exists  and  request 
equalization  in  accordance  with  section  (6),  Article  I,  of  supplement 
No.  19,  to  general  order  No.  27,  which  reads  as  follows: 

Where  two  or  more  employees  are  assigned  to  the  same  agency  or  messenger 
run  and  performing  the  same  general  duties  at  different  rates  of  pay  the  pay 
of  the  position  as  of  .January  1,  1918,  mentioned  in  section  (a)  shall  be  as- 
sumed to  be  the  highest  standard  wage  paid  by  any  of  the  express  companies 
succeeded  by  the  American  Railway  Express  Co.  for  that  position,  it  being  the 
intent  to  equalize  rates  of  pay  for  the  same  work  at  tlie  same  agency  or  upon 
the  same  messenger  run,  * " *.  “ Highest  standard  wage,”  as  aforesaid, 

snail  not  be  held  to  apply  to  cases  where  a particular  employee  or  group  of 
employees  has  received,  for  some  special  or  extraordinary  reason,  wages  in 
excess  of  the  going  rate  for  service  of  similar  scoi>e  and  responsibilities. 

The  Labor  Board  construes  section  (Z>),  Article  I,  of  supplement 
No.  19  to  general  order  No.  27,  above  quoted,  to  provide  for  the 
equalization  of  rates  of  pay  for  the  same  work  at  the  same  agency. 
The  evidence  in  this  case  indicates  that  the  work  of  the  two  posi- 
tions in  question  is  not  the  same  work  within  the  meaning  and  intent 
of  section  (?/),  Article  I,  of  supplement  No.  19  to  general  order 
No.  27.  ^ 

Decision. — Request  of  employees  is  therefore  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  372.— DOCKET  762. 

Chicago,  III.,  Kovemher  o,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question, — Claim  of  J,  E.  Manion  for  position  of  apron  tender, 
Oakland  Pier  passenger  station. 

Statement. — Mr.  Manion  was  employed  as  baggage  and  mail  han- 
dler at  Oakland  Pier  passanger  station  in  August,  1917.  In  Novem- 
ber, 1919,  he  was  assigned  to  position  of  apron  tender  in  place  of  a 
regular  employee  who  was  absent  account  sickness.  In  February, 
1920,  the  regular  apron  tender  died ; and  Mr.  Manion  continued  on  the 
position  until  February,  1921,  when  he  was  displaced  by  Mr.  O’Con- 
nor, an  apron  tender  whose  position  was  abolished  account  of  reduc- 
tion in  force. 

It  appears  that  Mr.  Manion  filled  the  position  of  apron  tender 
satisfactorily  for  a period  of  14  months.  The  employees  contend 
that  he  should  have  been  permitted  to  exercise  his  seniority  over  an 
apron  tender  junior  to  himself  when  displaced  by  an  apron  tender 
senior  in  the  service  and  request  that  he  be  restored  to  the  position 
of  apron  tender  and  paid  the  rate  thereof  from  February  5,  1921. 

The  carrier  states  that  Mr.  Manion  was  employed  as  a station 
trucker.  In  July,  1919,  he  is  said  to  have  sustained  an  injury  which 
prevented  him  from  performing  the  duties  of  his  position  of  trucker 
and,  after  a j^eriod  of  idleness,  made  request  for  light  employment. 
A position  of  apron  tender  was  temporarily  vacant,  and  he  was 
assigned  to  it  in  November,  1919.  When  the  vacancy  became  per- 
manent in  February,  1920,  he  was  permitted  to  remain  on  the  posi- 
tion. In  February,  1921,  the  force  at  Oakland  Pier  passenger  sta- 
tion was  reduced,  and  the  carrier  m.ade  an  investigation  to  determine 
if  Mr.  Manion  was  physically  fit  to  return  to  his  position  of  trucker. 
As  a result  of  this  investigation  Mr.  Manion  was  instructed  to  return 
to  that  position.  The  carrier  contends  that  Mr.  Manion  was  never 
formally  assigned  to  the  position  of  apron  tender  and  that  there  is 
no  rule  in  the  clerks’  agreement  under  which  he  is  entitled  to  exercise 
his  seniority  to  displace  the  junior  employee. 

Decision. — Position  of  the  employees  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  373.— DOCKET  638. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  8c  Santa  Fe  Railway  System. 

Question. — Bequest  for  reinstatement  of  H.  P.  Mathews. 

Decision. — Basing  this  decision  upon  the  evidence  before  it, 
including  proceedings  of  hearing  conducted  on  November  4,  1921, 
the  Labor  Board  decides  that  request  for  reinstatement  is  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  374.— DOCKET  402. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  telegrapher  who  is  not  regularly  assigned  to 
Sunday  service  for  compensation  under  the  overtime  and  call  rules 
of  agreement  between  employees  and  carrier  for  work  performed  on 
Sunday  in  place  of  another  employee. 

Statement. — The  employee  involved  in  this  dispute  is  assigned  to 
position  of  telegraph  operator,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  9.30  a.  m.  to  5.30 
p.  m.,  daily,  except  Sunday,  at  rate  of  74|  cents  per  hour.  On  Sun- 
day, July  25,  1920,  the  second-trick  wire  chief,  assigned  to  duty  from 
4 p.  m.  to  midnight,  daily,  including  Sundays,  and  paid  at  rate  of  87| 
cents  per  hour,  laid  olf  on  account  of  the  serious  illness  of  his  son. 
The  telegrapher  assigned  to  week-day  service  was  required  to  work 
in  place  of  the  wire  chief  from  4 p.  m.  to  midnight  on  this  date  and 
was  paid  for  this  service  at  the  straight-time  rate  of  the  position  of 
the  wire  chief,  namely,  87 J cents  per  hour. 

The  working  conditions  of  employees  in  telegraph  service  are  gov- 
erned an  agreement  between  the  carrier  and  telegraphers  effective 
March  i,  19*20. 

The  employees  claim  that  the  only  rule  of  the  agreement  which 
covers  compensation  for  work  }3er formed  on  Sunday's  and  holidays 
where  the  time  worked  is  less  than  the  regular  limits  of  the  week-day 
assignment,  or  for  time  worked  before  or  after  the  limits  of  the  week- 
day assignment,  is  article  4 (m)  of  the  agreement,  reading  as  fol- 
lows : 

(m)  When  notified  or  called  to  work  on  Sundays  and  tlie  above  specified  holi- 
days a less  number  of  hours  than  constitutes  a day’s  Work  within  the  limits  of 
the  retiular  week-day  assignment,  employees  shall  be  paid  a minimum  allowance 
of  two  hours  at  overtime  rate  for  two  hours’  work  or  less,  and  at  the  pro  rata 
hourly  rate  after  the  second  hour  of  each  tour  of  duty.  Time  worked  before  or 
after  the  limits  of  the  regular  week-day  assignment  shall  he  paid  for  in  accord- 
ance with  sections  (b)  and  (c). 

The  emplo}^ees  contend  that  under  the  rule  abowe  quoted  the  teleg- 
rapher in  question  is  entitled  to  compensation  under  the  call  rule  of 
the  agreement  for  the  period  4 p.  m.  to  6 p.  m.  and  under  the  over- 
time rule  for  the  period  6 p.  m.  to  midnight. 

The  carrier  states  that  in  this  instance  an  emergency  existed,  and 
there  being  no  extra  employees  in  telegraph  service  available  in  the 
Kansas  City  office  it  w'as  necessary  to  require  a regularly  assigned 
telegraph  operator  to  meet  the  emergency,  and  he  was  compensated 
for  the  service  performed  at  the  rate  of  the  |x>sition  he  filled,  w*hieh 
was  13J  cents  an  hour  higher  than  the  rate  of  the  position  to  which 
he  was  regularly  assigned.  The  carrier  contends  that  the  only  rule 
of  the  agreement  effective  March  1,  1920,  which  governs  pay  for 
relief  work  performed  b}'  regularlj^  assigned  telegraphers  is.  section 
(/)  of  article  19,  reading  as  follows  : 

(f)  Regularly  assigned  telegraphers  will  not  be  required  to  perform  relief 
work  except  in  cases  of  emergency,  and  when  required  to  perform  relief  work 
and  in  consequence  thereof  suffer  a reduction  in  their  regular  compensation 
shall  be  paid  an  amount  sufheient  to  reimburse  them  for  such  loss,  and  in  all 
cases  they  will  be  allowed  $2  per  day  for  expenses  while  away  from  their  regu- 
lar assigned  stations. 
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Section  (/)  of  article  19  of  the  agreement  above  quoted  provides 
that  where  regularly  assigned  telegraphers  are  required  to  perform 
relief  work  they  shall  be  reimbursed  for  any  loss  in  salary  sustained 
as  a result  of  performing  such  work,  and  in  the  case  in  question  the 
telegrapher  received  the  rate  of  the  position  of  wire  chief,  which  was 
13^  cents  an  hour  higher  than  the  rate  of  his  own  position, 
h The  carrier  further  contends  that  section  {m)  of  article  4,  referred 
to  by  the  employees,  covers  overtime  worked  by  employees  in  connec- 
tion with  their  regularly  assigned  positions,  and  does  not  cover  relief 
service  referred  to  in  section  (/)  of  article  19;  furthermore,  that 
Supplement  No.  13  to  General  Order  No.  27,  upon  which  the  agree- 
ment between  the  employees  and  the  carrier,  effective  March  1,  1920, 
is  predicated,  clearly  provides  that  it  is  not  the  intention  to  apply 
corrective  punitive  provisions  to  emergency  conditions. 

Decision, — The  position  of  the  carrier  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  375.— DOCKET  502. 

Chimgo,  III,,  NovemJ)er  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co,  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Claim  of  VY.  G.  Ide,  transfer  foreman,  Kirkham  Street 
freight  sheds,  Oakland,  Calif.,  for  pay  for  two  weeks’  vacation  taken 
in  the  year  1920. 

|r  Statement. — The  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Bail- 
way  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees  does  not  contain  any  specific  rule  on  the  question  of  pay 
for  time  lost  account  sickness  or  vacation.  However,  under  date  of 
January  30,  1920,  the  Director,  Division  of  Operation,  United  States 
Bailroad  Administration,  issued  the  following  telegraphic  instruc- 
tions to  the  regional  directors : 

Many  questions  have  arisen  as  to  payment  for  time  lost  account  vacations 
and  sick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  tlie  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Sta- 
tion Employees,  dated  January  13,  1920,  The  agreement  is  silent  on  this  point, 
but  it  was  the  understanding  that  existing  practices  as  to  vacations  and  sick 
leave  would  remain  in  elTect.  Please  have  this  understood  by  Federal  managers. 

The  employees  claim  that  prior  to  the  period  of  Federal  control 
it  was  the  practice  of  the  carrier  to  grant  the  employee  involved  in 
this  dispute  an  annual  vacation  of  two  weeks  with  pay  and  to  assign 
another  employee  to  his  position  during  his  absence;  and  contend 
that  in  accordance  with  the  past  practice  Mr.  Ide  is  entitled  to  pay 
for  the  two  vv^eeks’  vacation  taken  in  the  year  1920. 

The  carrier  contends  that  it  was  not  the  past  practice  to  grant 
annual  vacation  with  pay  to  the  employee  in  question,  but  that  the 
practice  was  to  grant  this  employee  a vacation  when  arrangements 
could  be  made  to  take  care  of  the  duties  of  his  position  without  addi- 
tional expense,  or  when  the  work  could  be  so  arranged  that  Mr.  Ide’s 
duties  could  be  handled  by  other  employees  in  the  freight  house  in 
conjunction  with  their  own  and  without  additional  compensation. 
Furthermore,  that  in  every  instance  of  granting  vacations  the  carrier 
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has  the  right  to  consider  the  circumstances  in  each  case.  In  the 
year  1920  conditions  at  the  station  in  which  Mr.  Ide  is  employed 
were  such  that  it  was  impossible  to  grant  him  an  annual  vacation  with 
pay  without  assigning  another  emplo3^ee  to  his  position  at  addi- 
tional expense.  Xotwithstanding  this,  Mr.  Ide  elected  to  take  his 
vacation  and,  another  employee  having  been  assigned  to  his  position 
at  additional  expense  to  the  carrier,  he  was  not  paid  for  his  vacation 
period. 

Decision, — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  under  the  past  practice 
the  employee  in  question  is  not  entitled  to  pay  for  the  two  weeks’ 
vacation  taken  in  the  year  1920. 

Claim  of  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  376.— DOCKET  511. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemher  19,  1921. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and 

Louisiana. 

Question. — Claim  of  telegrapher  regularly  assigned  to  service  from 
4 p.  m.  to  midnight  for  compensation  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one- 
half  for  service  performed  from  midnight  to  8 p.  m.,  November  7 
to  11,  inclusive,  1920. 

Statement .—Ovi  November  7,  1920,  the  employee  assigned  to  the 
third-trick  position  at  Lufkin,  Tex.,  became  ill  and  so  notified  the 
chief  dispatcher  prior  to  4 p.  m.  of  that  date.  The  telegrapher  on 
the  second-trick  position  was  thereupon  instructed  not  to  go  on  duty 
at  4 p.  m.,  but  to  report  at  12  midnight,  and  work  the  third-trick 
position.  The  second-trick  operator  worked  the  third-trick  position 
instead  of  his  own  from  November  7 to  11,  inclusive,  and  was  paid 
therefor  at  the  straight-time  rate  of  the  third-trick  postion. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  second-trick  operator  is  entitled 
to  compensation  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  for  the  service  per- 
formed on  the  third-trick  position  in  accordance  with  section  (c) 
of  article  4 of  the  agreement  between  the  emplo3^ees  and  the  car- 
rier, which  reads  as  follows : 

(c)  When  notified  or  called  to  work  outside  of  established  hours,  employees 
will  be  paid  a minimum  allowance  of  two  hours  at  overtime  rate. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  second-trick  position  is  a straight  tele- 
graph position  paid  at  the  rate  of  59^  cents  per  hour.  The  third- 
trick  position  is  a combination  telegraph  and  ticket  position  paid 
at  the  rate  of  641  cents  per  hour.  When  the  employee  on  the  third- 
trick  position  was  required  to  be  absent  from  duty  from  November 
7 to  11,  inclusive,  the  operator  on  the  second-trick  position  was  the 
only  available  employee  qualified  to  handle  the  work  of  the  third 
trick,  and  it  was  for  this  reason  that  he  was  required  to  lay  off  the 
second  trick  and  report  for  service  on  the  third  trick. 

It  is  claimed  that  section  (e)  of  article  4,  above  quoted,  applies 
only  to  compensation  for  calls  outside  of  established  hours,  and  is 
not  applicable  in  this  case;  and.  furthermore,  that  the  only  rule  of 
the  agreement  which  governs  compensation  for  a regularly  assigned 
employee  required  to  work  temporarily  in  place  of  another  employee 
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on  another  assignment  is  section  (a)  of  article  7,  which  reads  as 
follows : 

(ff)  Regularly  assigned  employees  required  to  work  temporarily  at  otlier 
than  the  regular  station,  office,  or  tower  will,  in  addition  to  their  regular  pay, 
he  reimbursed  for  any  necessary  additional  expense  incurred  on  account  of  the 
change,  and  will  be  paid  at  pro  rata  rate  for  any  additional  time  required  in 
traveling  to  and  from  the  temporary  assignment.  If  the  temporary  assign- 
ment pays  a higher  rate  than  their  regular  position,  the  higher  rate  will  be 
allowed. 

Decision. — Position  of  the  carrier  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  377.— DOCKET  553. 

Chicago,  III.,  Noveinber  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway  Co. 

Question.-^Shsll  freight-house  truckers  at  Hagerstown  Junction 
be  paid  for  work  performed  on  days  which  they  were  notified  in 
advance  they  would  not  be  required  to  work  ? 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  in  this  case 
indicates  that  this  alleged  dispute  covers  a difference  of  opinion 
between  the  employees  and  the  carrier  as  to  the  proper  application 
of  certain  rules  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  and  rules  agTeed 
to  between  employees  and  the  carrier  May  4,  1920.  It  appears  that 
no  claims  of  a specific  nature  presented  in  accordance  with  the  em- 
])loyees’  understanding  of  the  rules  involved  are  pending  for  adjust- 
ment. 

The  case  is,  therefore,  removed  from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  378.— DOCKET  555. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Claim  of  Grace  M.  Lloyd,  an  employee  in  the  chief 
dispatcher’s  office,  Roseburg,  Oreg.,  for  vacation  with  pay. 

Statement. — The  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Rail- 
way and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees,  the  rules  of  which  govern  the  working  conditions  of 
employees  in  the  class  of  service  in  which  Miss  Lloyd  is  engaged, 
does  not  contain  any  specific  rule  on  the  question  of  pay  for  sick- 
ness and  vacation,  but  under  date  of  January  30,  1920,  the  Director, 
Division  of  Operation,  United  States  Railroad  Administration, 
issued  the  following  telegraphic  instructions  to  the  regional  direc- 
tors : 

]Many  questions  have  arisen  as  to  payment  for  time  lost  account  vacations 
and  sick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  with  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees,  dated  January  13,  1920.  The  agreement  is  silent  on 
this  point,  but  it  was  the  understanding  that  existing  practices  as  to  vaca- 
tions and  sick  leave  would  remain  in  effect.  Please  have  this  understood  by 
Federal  managers. 
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D ecision.—^'Sismg  this  deeision  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  the 
Labor  Board  decides  that  under  past  practice  the  employee  involved 
in  this  dispute  is  not  entitled  to  vacation  with  pay. 


DECISION  NO.  379.— DOCKET  560. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Was  the  abolition  of  position  of  foreman  and  crea- 
tion of  position  of  stoclonan  in  the  stationery  store  department,  West 
Oakland,  Calif.,  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  rule  84  of  the 
clerks’  national  agreement? 

Statement. — On  October  11,  1920,  the  stationeiy  store  department, 
West  Oakland,  Calif.,  was  reorganized.  The  position  of  foreman 
at  rate  of  $176  per  month  was  abolished  and  a new  position  of  stock- 
man  at  the  same  rate  of  pay  was  created.  The  new  position  was 
bulletined  for  bid  and  assigned  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  the 
clerks’  national  agreement.  As  a result  of  the  exercise  of  seniority 
rights  by-  emplo^^ees  in  the  department  in  accordance  with  rule  27  of 
the  clerks’  national  agreement  covering  abolition  of  positions,  L.  B. 
Dorrett,  formerly  assigned  to  position  of  foreman,  was  displaced  and 
obliged  to  take  a clerical  position  at  a lower  rate  of  pa}^ 

The  employees  do  not  question  the  right  of  the  carrier  to  reor- 
ganize the  department  but  contend  that  the  abolition  of  the  position 
designated  as  foreman  and  the  creation  of  position  of  stockman  was 
unnecessary  and  that  there  has  merely  been  a change  of  title  of 
position  covering  relatively  the  same  class  of  v:ork. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  previous  arrangement  of  the  force  was 
unsatisfactory  and  that  in  the  interest  of  efficiency  a reorganization 
was  made.  Under  the  present  arrangement  the  supervision  and  re- 
sponsibility are  vested  in  the  employees  holding  supervisory  positions, 
and  all  of  the  detail  and  other  work  has  been  assigned  to  emplo}^ees 
who  are  not  required,  to  exercise  supervision.  The  carrier  contends 
that  the  change  was  not  made  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  the  rate  of 
pay  of  any  position  or  evading  the  application  of  the  rules  of  the 
clerks’  national  agreement. 

It  appears  that  prior  to  the  reorganization  of  the  department  in 
question  there  was  a storekeeper,  general  foreman,  foreman,  ship- 
ping foreman,  and  receiving  foreman  exercising  supervision.  These 
supervisory  emplo^^ees  were  also  required  to  handle  considerable 
work  of  a detail  nature,  and  their  authority  and  responsibility  were 
not  clearly  defined.  It  was  decided  to  relieve  the  supervisory  em- 
ployees of  work  which  could  be  performed  by  other  employees  in  the 
office  and  the  general  foreman,  therefore,  having  duties  of  a super- 
visory character  exclusively,  no  longer  required  the  assistance  of 
another  foreman.  The  position  of  stockman  was  created  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  over  all  work  of  which  the  superviso-ry  employees 
could  be  relieved.  The  rate  of  the  new  position  of  stoclmian  is  the 
same  as  the  rate  of  the  position  of  foreman.  When  the  change  was 
made,  all  employees  affected  were  permitted  to  exercise  their  senior- 
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ity  rights  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  clerks’  national 
agreement. 

Kiile  84  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  reads  as  follows : 

Established  positions  shall  not  be  discontinued  and  new  ones  created  under 
a different  title  covering  relatively  tbe  same  class  of  work  for  the  purpose  of 
reducing  the  rate  of  pay  or  evading  the  application  of  these  rules. 

D ecision.^HV^  Labor  Board  decides  that  all  of  the  rules  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  were  com- 
plied with  in  connection  with  the  reorganization  of  the  department 
in  question  and  that  there  was  no  violation  of  rule  84  of  said  agree- 
ment. 

The  position  of  the  carrier  is  therefore  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  380.— DOCKET  563. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railv/ay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question.—Cldiim  of  A.  J.  Ayearst,  clerk  in  the  office  of  the  as- 
sistant to  division  superintendent,  St.  Thomas,  Ontario,  for  work 
performed  for  the  claim  department  of  the  above-named  carrier. 

Decision. — The  employee  in  question  being  engaged  in  work  out- 
side of  the  boundaries  of  the  United  States  and  the  Labor  Board 
being  of  the  opinion  that  the  authority  vested  in  it  by  the  Trans- 
portation Act,  1920,  does  not  extend  beyond  the  territorial  limits 
of  the  United  States,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  it  has  no  juris- 
diction in  this  dispute  and  the  case  is  therefore  removed  from  the 
docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  381.— DOCKET  570. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St,  Louis  Rail- 
v/ay  (Nashville  Terminals). 

Question.— Request  that  rate  of  pay  of  operator-leverman  at  May- 
ton,  Tenn.,  be  increased  to  rate  formerly  paid  operator  at  south  end 
of  Radnor  yard. 

Statement. — The  Mayton  block  and  train  order  office  is  located 
at  the  south  end  of  Radnor  yard  at  the  junction  point  of  the  tracks 
of  the  main  line  and  the  N.  and  D.  Division.  There  are  three  opera- 
tors assigmed  to  shifts  of  eight  hours  each.  The  operator  on  the 
first  shift  is  paid  at  the  rate  of  62f  cents  per  hour,  and  the  opera- 
tors on  the  second  and  third  shifts  are  paid  at  the  rate  of  61^  cents 
per  hour.  These  rates  were  established  by  the  application  of  the 
orders  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  and  Decision 
No.  2 of  the  Labor  Board  to  the  rates  previously  established  by 
agreement  between  employees  and  carrier. 
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On  June  23,  1919,  a telegraph  office  was  opened  at  the  south  end 
of  Radnor  yard,  about  300  yards  north  of  Ma}don  tower,  for  the 
purpose  of  holding  outbound  trains  in  the  yard  until  the  division 
was  prepared  to  take  them  at  the  junction  near  Mayton  tower. 
The  operators  on  all  three  shifts  in  this  office  were  paid  at  the  rate 
of  68^  cents  per  hour.  As  a result  of  decrease  in  business  and 
change  in  method  of  handling  traffic,  this  plan  did  not  prove  advan- 
tageous and  on  December  16,  1920,  the  telegraph  office  at  the  south 
end  of  Radnor  yard  was  closed. 

The  employees  state  that  the  work  handled  at  the  office  at  the 
south  end  of  Radnor  yard,  which  included  train  orders,  consists, 
and  certain  other  work  incident  to  the  arrival  and  departure  of 
trains  at  Radnor  yard,  has  been  transferred  to  Mayton  tower,, 
and  that  additional  levers  have  been  installed  in  Mayton  tower  con- 
trolling signals  governing  yard  movements. 

The  employees  contend  that  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  operators 
at  Mayton  tower  are  required  to  perform  work  previously  handled  in 
the  office  at  the  south  end  of  Mayton  yard,  and  the  further  fact  that 
additional  levers  have  been  installed  and  other  work  added  to  the 
position,  they  should  be  paid  at  the  rate  paid  employees  at  the  south 
end  of  Radnor  yard  whose  positions  were  abolished— namely,  68 J 
cents  per  hour  for  the  three  shifts,  effective  December  16,  1920.  This 
contention  is  made  on  the  basis  of  sections  (a)  and  (c)  of  Article 
III  of  the  agreement  between  the  carrier  and  the  class  of  employees 
involved  in  this  dispute,  reading  as  follows : 

(a)  The  entering  of  employees  in  the  positions  occupied  in  the  service  or 
changing  their  classification  of  work  shall  not  operate  to  establish  a less 
favorable  rate  of  pay  or  condition  of  employment  than  is  herein  provided. 

(c)  When  new  positions  are  created,  compensation  will  be  fixed  in  conformity 
with  that  of  existing  positions  of  similar  work  and  responsibility  in  the  same 
seniority  district. 

The  carrier  states  that  prior  to  the  opening  of  the  telegraph  office 
at  the  south  end  of  Radnor  yard  all  of  the  work  incident  to  the  ar- 
rival and  departure  of  trains  from  Radnor  yard  was  handled  at 
Mayton  tower.  When  the  office  at  the  south  end  of  Radnor  yard  was 
abolished  on  June  23,  1920,  this  same  work  was  transferred  to  May- 
ton  tower.  It  is  claimed  that  there  has  been  no  increase  in  the  work 
handled  at  Mayton  tower  over  the  work  handled  prior  to  the  time 
that  the  office  at  the  south  end  of  Radnor  yard  was  opened,  except 
the  addition  of  three  leA^ers,  which  addition  does  not  justify  the 
increase  in  compensation  requested. 

Decision. — Request  of  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  382.— DOCKET  604. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sault  Ste.  Marie  Rail- 
way Co. 

Question. — Request  for  increase  in  rate  of  pay  of  milk  handlers  on 
trains  operating  between  Chicago,  111.,  and  Waukesha,  Wis. 
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Statement. — The  work  of  these  employees  consists  of  loading  milk 
on  trains  between  Waukesha  and  Chicago  and  loading  empty  cans 
on  return  trip.  General  Order  No.  27  of  the  United  States  Kailroad 
Administration  established  a rate  of  $98.70  per  month ’for  the  posi- 
tions. They  were  not  specifically  covered  by  any  of  the  supplements 
to  General  Order  No.  27,  but  effective  January  1,  1919,  the  Federal 
manager  secured  authority  to  increase  the  rate  to  $108.57  per  month. 
In 'November,  1919,  in  response  to  application  from  the  employees  for 
an  increase  in  salary,  the  Federal  manager  recommended  that  a rate 
of  $135  per  month  be  established.  This  recommendation  had  not  been 
acted  upon  when  Federal  control  terminated,  but  in  the  month  of 
March,  1920,  the  president  of  the  carrier  approved  a similar  recom- 
mendation of  the  general  manager,  and  the  rate  of  $135  per  month 
•became  effective  March  1,  1920.  These  employees  were  not  specifi- 
cally referred  to  in  Decision  No.  2 of  the  Labor  Board,  but  the  car- 
rier applied  an  increase  of  $30  per  month  to  the  rate  established  by 
or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Kailroad  Administra- 
tion, thereby  establishing  a rate  of  $138.57  per  month. 

The  employees  claim  that  the  work  of  these  employees  is  similar 
to  that  performed  by  baggagemen,  and  that  in  the  year  1915  the 
rates  of  pay  of  the  positions  were  the  same  as  the  rates  of  pay  of 
baggagemen,  and  contend  that  they  shordd  now  receive  the  same  rate 
as  baggagemen — namely,  $165  per  month. 

The  carrier  states  that  all  of  the  orders  and  decisions  promulgated 
by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  and  by  the  United 
States  Railroad  Labor  .Board  have  been  properly  applied  to  the  rates 
of  the  positions  in  question.  When  Decision  2 was  issued  the  carrier 
authorized  an  increase  of  $30  per  month  to  cover  all  service  ren- 
dered for  all  employees  in  the  service  who  were  paid  a monthly  sal- 
ary and  whose  positions  were  not  specifically  increased  by  Decision 
No.  2.  The  carrier  contends  that  there  is  no  analogy  between  the 
positions  of  milk  handlers  and  baggagemen  and  no  relation  between 
the  rates  of  pay  of  the  two  positions. 

Decision. — Request  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  383.— DOCKET  609. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  copy  operator,  Columbia,  Tenn.,  for  compen- 
sation for  Sundays  on  which  the  regular  duties  of  his  position  Avere 
handled  by  train  dispatchers. 

Statement. — On  October  15,  1919,  the  copy  operator  assigned  to 
duty  seven  days  a week  in  the  dispatcher’s  office,  Columbia,  Tenn., 
was  relieved  on  Sundays;  his  work,  which  consisted  of  transmitting 
messages,  reports,  and  train  orders  for  passenger  trains,  by  tele- 
graph, Avas  handled  by  the  train  dispatcher  in  that  office.  This 
arrangement  continued  until  December  15,  1920,  Avhen  the  office  was 
closed.  The  dispute  before  the  Labor  Board  invoUes  claim  for 
compensation  from  the  effective  date  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 
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The  employees  state  that  the  copy  operator  was  available  for  duty 
on  the  Sundays  on  which  he  was  relieved  from  duty  during  the 
period  above  mentioned  and  contend  that  the  agreement  between  the 
employees  and  the  carrier  provides  that  the  duties  of  all  positions 
listed  therein  shall  be  performed  by  the  classes  of  employees  speci- 
fied in  Article  I thereof  whenever  such  employees  are  available. 

The  carrier  states  that  on  October  15,  1919,  it  was  found  that  the 
work  in  the  dispatcher’s  office  at  Columbia,  Tenn.,  had  decreased 
sufficiently  on  Sundays  to  enable  the  train  dispatcher  to  handle  the 
work  performed  by  the  copy  operator.  The  copy  operator  was 
thereafter  I'elieved  from  Sunday  service  except  when  some  emer- 
gency made  relief  impossible.  The  carrier  contends  that  this  action 
was  not  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  any  order  or  agreement, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  was  in  accordance  with  the  instructions  of  the 
Director  General  of  Kailroads  contained  in  the  closing  paragraph 
of  Supplement  No.  13  to  General  Order  No.  27. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  384.— DOCKET  625. 

a 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemher  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — How  shall  the  increases  specified  in  Article  II  of  De- 
cision No.  2 be  applied  to  laborers,  store  helpers,  and  stockmen  em- 
ployed in  the  store  department.  Meridian,  Miss.  ? 

Statement. — The  employees  above  named  received  increases  under 
the  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2 as  follows:  Laborers,  cents  per 
hour;  store  helpers,  12  cents  per  hour;  stockmen,  12  cents  per  hour. 

The  emplo}^ees  contend  that  the  laborers  are  engaged  in  loading, 
unloading,  trucking,  and  handling  material  and  supplies,  and  should 
have  been  increased  12  cents  per  hour  in  accordance  with  section  7, 
Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2 ; that  the  store  helpers  devote  the  majority 
of  their  time  to  clerical  work  and  should  have  been  increased  13  cents 
per  hour  under  the  provisions  of  section  2,  Article  II  of  Decision  No. 
2 ; and  that  the  stockmen  keep  records  of  stock,  make  reports  of  stock 
on  hand,  check  materials,  and  supervise  other  employees  in  the  store- 
house, and  are  entitled  to  an  increase  of  13  cents  per  hour  under  sec- 
tion 1,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  laborers  referred  to  devote  a very  small 
part  of  their  time  to  trucking  and  that  their  principal  duties  consist 
in  the  loading  and  unloading  of  material  to  and  from  cars ; that  the 
store  helpers  are  required  to  be  familiar  with  the  different  materials 
handled  to  enable  them  to  sort  same  into  proper  bins  and  see  that  the 
amount  received  and  forwarded  from  the  storehouse  conforms  with 
the  invoices  and  charge  tickets,  devoting  considerably  less  than  four 
hours  a day  to  work  of  a clerical  nature  as  defined  in  the  clerks’  na- 
tional agreement.  It  is  claimed  that  the  stockmen  referred  to  also 
devote  considerable  less  than  four  hours  per  day  to  clerical  work, 
and  while  they  direct  the  other  men  from  time  to  time  regarding  the 
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handling  of  materials,  they  are  not  clerical  supervisory  employees 
within  the  intent  of  section  1,  Article  II,  of  Decision  No.  2. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  on  the  evidence  before  it  that 
the  laborers  in  the  storehouse  at  Meridian,  Miss.,  are  not  station,  plat- 
form, or  storeroom  freight  handlers  or  truckers,  or  others  similarly 
engaged,  within  the  intent  of  section  7,  Article  II,  of  Decision  No.  2; 
that  the  store  helpers  and  stockmen  referred  to  herein  do  not  devote 
a majority  of  their  time  to  work  of  a clerical  nature  as  defined  in  rule 
4,  Article  II  of  the  national  agreement.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and 
Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees ; and  that  the  stockmen  are  not  clerical  supervisory  employees 
referred  to  in  section  1,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is,  therefore,  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  385.— DOCKET  630. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sault  Ste,  Marie  Rail- 
way Coo 

Question, — Request  for  increase  in  rates  of  pay  of  milk  handlers, 
employees  on  trains  operated  between  Fond  du  Lac  and  Waukesha, 
Wis.,  and  between  Waukesha,  Wis.,  and  Chicago,  111. 

These  employees  are  engaged  in  handling  milk  and 
empty  cans  on  trains  of  the  carrier  between  the  stations  named  above. 
General  Order  No.  27  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration 
established  a rate  of  $98.70  per  month  for  the  positions.  Th^y  were 
not  specifically  covered  by  any  of  the  supplements  to  General  Order 
No.  27,  but  e&ctive  January  1,  1919,  the  Federal  manager  secured 
authority  to  increase  the  rate  to  $108.57  per  month.  In  November, 

1919,  in  response  to  application  from  the  employees  for  an  increase 
in  salary,  the  Federal  manager  recommended  that  a rate  of  $135 
per  month  be  established.  This  recommendation  had  not  been  acted 
upon  when  Federal  control  terminated,  but  in  the  month  of  March, 

1920,  the  president  of  the  carrier  approved  a similar  recommenda- 
tion of  the  general  manager  and  the  rate  of  $135  per  month  became 
effective  March  1,  1920.  These  employees  were  not  specifically  re- 
ferred to  in  Decision  No,  2 of  the  Labor  Board,  but  the  carrier  ap- 
plied an  increase  of  $30  per  month  to  the  rate  established  by  or  under 
the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  thereby 
establishing  a rate  of  $138.57  per  month. 

The  employees  claim  that  the  work  of  these  employees  is  similar 
to  that  perfoiTned  by  baggagemen,  and  that  in  the  year  1915  the  rates 
of  pay  of  the  positions  were  the  same  as  the  rates  of  pay  of  baggage- 
men ; and  contend  that  they  should  now  receive  the  same  rate  as  bag- 
gagemen, namely,  $165  per  month. 

The  carrier  states  that  all  of  the  orders  and  decisions  promulgated 
by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  and  by  the  United 
States  Railroad  Labor  Board  have  been  properly  applied  to  the 
rates  of  the  positions  in  question.  When  Decision  No.  2 was  issued, 
the  carrier  authorized  an  increase  of  $30  per  month,  to  cover  all 
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service  rendered,  for  all  employees  in  the  service  who  were  paid  a 
monthly  salary  and  whose  positions  were  not  specifically  increased 
by  Decision  No.  2.  The  carrier  contends  that  there  is  no  analogy 
between  the  positions  of  milk  handlers  and  baggagemen  and  no  re- 
lation between  the  rates  of  pay  of  the  two  positions. 

Decision, — Request  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  386.— DOCKET  637. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  Harry  J.  Kumpf , clerk  in  mechanical  superin- 
tendent’s office,  for  vacation  with  pay  during  the  }^ear  1921. 

Statement. — The  national  agreement  between  the  Brotherhood  of 
Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  and  the  Director  General  of  Railroads,  which 
governs  the  working  conditions  of  employees  in  the  class  of  service 
in  which  Mr.  Kumpf  is  engaged,  does  not  contain  any  specific  rule 
on  the  question  of  vacations.  However,  under  date  of  January  30, 
1920,  the  Director,  Division  of  Operation,  United  States  Railroad 
Administration,  issued  the  following  telegraphic  instructions  to  the 
regional  directors : 

Many  questions  have  arisen  as  to  payment  for  time  lost  account  vacations 
and  sick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  of  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees,  dated  January  13,  1920.  The  agreement  is  silent 
on  th's  point,  but  it  was  the  understanding  that  existing  practices  as  to 
vacations  and  sick  leave  would  remain  in  effect.  Please  have  this  under- 
stood by  Federal  managers. 

Decision. — Basing  this  decision  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  the 
Labor  Board  decides  that  under  past  practice  the  employee  involved 
in  this  dispute  is  not  entitled  to  vacation  with  pay. 


DECISION  NO.  387.— DOCKET  681. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railv/ay  Co. 

Question. — Shall  warehouse  employees  at  Union  Street,  Kinzie 
Street,  and  Galewood  transfers,  Chicago,  111.,  be  paid  double  time 
for  work  performed  on  Sundays  and  holidays? 

Decision. — It  appears  that  this  controversy  does  not  involve  spe- 
cific claims  for  compensation  from  any  of  the  employees  affected 
and  that  the  dispute  is  submitted  as  an  addenda  to  the  submission 
to  the  Labor  Board  covering  the  result  of  negotiations  between 
representatives  of  the  carrier  and  employees  on  proposed  rules 
governing  working  conditions  conducted  in  accordance  with  De- 
'cision  No.  119  of  the  Labor  Board. 
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This  dispute  will,  therefore,  be  considered  an  addenda  to  the 
submission  on  rules  presented  in  accordance  with  Decision  No.  119, 
and  this  docket  is  therefore  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  388.— DOCKET  754. 

Chica^go,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Shall  D.  T.  Walsh  be  restored  to  the  position  of  seal 
clerk  and  paid  the  difference  in  salary  between  that  position  and  the 
position  he  has  held  in  the  service  since  December  20,  1920  ? 

Decision. — The  employees  having  requested  the  withdrawal  of  this 
dispute,  and  the  carrier  having  concurred  therein,  the  case  is  removed 
from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  389.— DOCKET  758. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novembet'  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  with  reference  to  bulletining  of  new  position 
and  vacancies  at  Lansing,  Mich, 

Decision. — The  employees  having  requested  the  withdrawal  of  this 
dispute  and  the  carrier  having  concurred  therein,  the  case  is  removed 
from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO,  390,— DOCKET  759. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  with  reference  to  vacation  period  for  certain 
clerical  employees  in  the  service  of  the  carrier. 

Decision. — The  employees  having  requested  the  withdrawal  of  this 
dispute,  and  the  carrier  having  concurred  therein,  the  case  is  removed 
from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  391.— DOCKET  784. 

*■  Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Are  employees  engaged  in  the  loading  and  unloading 
of  cars,  filling  of  oil  tanks,  sweeping  and  cleaning,  and  the  loading 
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and  unloading  material  on  and  off  tanks  of  engines  in  the  stores  de- 
partment of  the  engine  house,  Toledo,  Ohio,  entitled  to  an  increase 
of  12  cents  per  hour  under  section  7,  Article  II,  of  Decision  No.  2, 
or  an  increase  of  cents  per  hour  under  section  9,  Article  II,  of  De- 
cision No.  2? 

Statement. — A check  of  the  work  performed  by  the  employees  in- 
volved in  this  dispute  shows  that  practically  all  of  their  time  is  con- 
sumed in  loading  and  unloading  material,  sweeping  and  cleaning, 
emptying  oil  from  barrels  into  oil  tanks,  filling  oil  cans,  and  unload- 
ing material  arriving  at  the  storehouse  on  m.otor  trucks. 

The  emplo}^ees  contend  that  some  of  the  work  above  described  is 
of  a nature  which  can  not  be  performed  by  unskilled  laborers  and 
that  the  employees  in  question  are  entitled  to  an  increase  of  12  cents 
per  hour  under  section  7,  Article  II,  of  Decision  No.  2;  whereas  the 
carrier  contends  that  they  have  been  properly  increased  8-|  cents 
per  hour  under  section  9,  Article  II,  of  Decision  No.  2. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  employees  involved 
in  this  dispute  are  not  storeroom  freight  handlers  or  truckers,  or 
others  similarly  engaged,  within  the  intent  of  section  7,  Article  li, 
of  Decision  No.  2. 

■ The  position  of  the  carrier  is,  therefore,  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  392.— DOCKET  790. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novcmhei'  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  L.  C.  Seitz,  an  employee  of  the  Central  Rail- 
way Clearing  House,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  for  assignment  to  position  in 
the  correspondence  rate  department  bulletined  on  June  7,  1920,  for 
which  position  he  was  the  senior  applicant. 

Statement. — On  June  7,  1920,  two  positions  in  the  correspondence 
rate  department,  rate  division.  Central  Railway  Clearing  House, 
Cleveland,  Ohio,  were  bulletined.  Mr.  Seitz  was  the  senior  applicant 
for  both  positions,  but  the  vacancies  were  assigned  to  other  em- 
ployees in  the  service.  On  June  23,  1920,  Mr.  Seitz  was  transferred 
to  position  of  clerk  in  the  waybill  revision  department  at  the  same 
rate  of  pay. 

Decision. — This  controversy  covers  a difference  of  opinion  between 
the  employees  and  the  carrier  as  to  whether  Mr.  Seitz  had  sufficient 
fitness  and  ability  to  have  justified  a trial  on  the  positions  in  the  cor- 
respondence rate  division  which  were  bulletined  on  June  7,  1920. 
At  hearing  on  November  3, 1921,  it  was  agreed  by  the  representatives 
of  the  employees  and  carrier  that  this  dispute  should  be  the  subject 
of  further  investigation  and  conference.  IVith  this  understanding, 
the  case  is  removed  from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 
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DECISION  NO.  393.— DOCKET  791. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Eequest  for  reinstatement  of  Mildred  Hoff  who  entered 
the  service  on  September  7,  1917,  and  was  dropped  from  the  service 
on  January  17,  1921,  on  account  of  reduction  in  force. 

Decision. — The  employees  having  requested  the  withdrawal  of  this 
dispute,  and  the  carrier  having  concurred  therein,  the  case  is  removed 
from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  394.— DOCKET  863. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  A.  J.  Ayearst,  clerk,  St.  Thomas,  Ontario, 
for  additional  compensation  for  certain  work  performed  for  the 
maintenance  of  way  department  in  addition  to  the  duties  of  a regular 
position. 

Decision. — The  employee  in  question  being  engaged  in  work  out- 
side of  the  boundaries  of  the  United  States  of  America,  and  the  Labor 
Board  being  of  the  opinion  that  the  authority  vested  in  it  by  the 
Transportation  Act,  1920,  does  not  extend  beyond  the  territorial 
limits  of  the  United  States,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  it  has  no 
jurisdiction  in  this  dispute. 

The  case  is  therefore  removed  from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  395.— DOCKET  881. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  certain  clerical  employees  for  Saturday  after- 
noon off  wdth  pay  under  rule  57  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

Decision. — The  employees  having  requested  the  withdrawal  of  this 
dispute,  and  the  carrier  having  concurred  therein,  the  case  is  removed 
from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  396.— DOCKET  909. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Em.ployees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Eequest  for  reinstatement  of  J.  J.  Canty,  clerk  in  the 
office  of  the  assistant  comptroller,  dismissed  from  the  service  Jan- 
uary 5,  1921. 

Decision. — Eequest  of  employees  is  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  397.— DOCKET  427. 

Chicago,  III.,  Hovemher  19,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Central  Railroad  Co.  of  New  Jersey. 

Question. — Question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  proper  classifi- 
cation and  rating  of  hoisting  engineers  who  are  engaged  in  trans- 
porting cars  over  an  inclined  plane  and  performing  other  services  in 
connection  therewith. 

Statement. — During,  the  period  of  Federal  control  dispute  arose  as 
to  the  classification  and  rating  of  the  hoisting  engineers  in  question, 
upon  which  Decision  Xo.  1056  Avas  rendered  by  Railvray  Board  of 
Adjustment  No.  2.  In  this  decision  it  was  ruled  that  the  employees 
AA^ere  properly  classified  and  rated  as  stationary  engineers,  and  it 
Avas  proAuded  that  the  employees  in  question  Avould  be  permitted  to 
assist  mechanics  in  doing  repair  work  on  their  engines,  but  would 
not  be  permitted  to  do  the  work  assigned  to  mechanics.  The  dispute 
submitted  to  the  Labor  Board  is  upon  identically  the  same  question 
as  submitted  to  the  United  States  Bailroad  Administration  and  upon 
which  the  decision  above  referred  to  was  rendered.  t 

Employees'*  posit'wn. — The  position  of  the  emplo^^ees  is  summar- 
ized by  the  Labor  Board  as  follows : 

It  is  the  position  of  the  employees  that  the  hoisting  engineers  in 
question  perform  mechanical  Avork,  such  as  renewing  rod-bearing 
brasses;  renewing  piston  rings;  adjusting  vah^es;  keeping  Yolxe 
mechanism  in  repair;  adjusting  engine  bearings;  performing  work 
on  trucks  and  other  repair  work;  cutting  and  threading  pipes;  re- 
placing vah^es  and  grinding  vah^e  seats  when  necessary;  replacing 
safety  valves  and  at  times  adjusting  same;  drilling  out  broken  studs 
and  replacing  same  on  boiler;  replacing  fire-door  frames  and  doors 
AABen  needed;  keeping  water  pumps  in  repair,  renewing  all  joints  in 
steam  pipes ; and  replacing  injectors. 

The  employees  claim  that  in  1917  these  engineers  were  paid  the 
maximum  rate  awarded  machinists  due  to  the  fact  that  they  were 
often  required  to  do  machinists’  work,  and  therefore  contend  that 
these  hoisting  engineers  Avhen  required  to  do  mechanics’  work  should 
be  paid  the  mechanics’  rate  in  accordance  with  Supplement  No.  4 to 
General  Order  No.  27  and  the  national  agreement  covering  the  Fed- 
erated Shop  Crafts,  and  that  under  the  proAusions  of  Decision  No.  2 
15  cents  j)er  hour  should  be  added,  instead  of  13  cents  per  hour, 
Avhich  has  been  applied. 

Cam^Es  position. — Bosition  of  the  carrier  is  summarized  as  fol- 
lows: 

It  is  the  position  of  the  carrier  that  the  question  now  in  dispute 
Avas  submitted  to  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  Avho 
sustained  the  position  of  the  carrier  in  its  method  of  classification 
and  rating  of  these  positions,  and  that  in  vieAv  of  this  fact  it  is  not 
a proper  submission  to  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  for 
decision. 

Decision. — Decision  No.  2 rendered  by  the  Labor  Board  proAudes 
that  increases  specified  therein  shall  be  added  to  the  rates  of  pay 
established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad 


394 


DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 


Administration;  therefore,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  Decision  Xo.  1056 
was  rendered  by  Railway  Board  of  Adjustment  No.  2,  an  authorized 
representative  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  sus- 
taining the  carrier  in  its  classification  and  rating  of  these  positions, 
the  Labor  Board,  predicating  its  conclusion  upon  the  proper  appli- 
cation of  the  decision  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration 
above  referred  to,  decides  that  Decision  Xo.  2 has  been  properly  ap- 
plied and  accordingly  denies  the  claim  of  the  employees  for  reclassi- 
fication and  rating. 


DECISION  NO.  398.--DOCKET  433. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

United  Brotherhir>od  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Texas  & Pacific  Railway. 

Question. — Shall  W.  E.  Rampy,  formerly  employed  as  section  fore- 
man at  Forney,  Tex.,  be  reinstated  and  paid  for  time  lost? 

Statement. — The  evidence  indicates  that  W.  E.  Rampy  was  for- 
merly employed  as  section  foreman  at  Forney,  Tex.,  and  was  dis- 
charged from  the  service  on  May  3,  1920,  account  of  alleged  respon- 
sibility in  leaving  switch  at  east  end  of  house  track  open,  causing 
derailment  to  passenger  train  No.  3 on  March  22,  1920. 

Decision. — The  claim  for  reinstatement  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  399.— DOCKET  440. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Gulf  Coast  Lines. 

Question. — Shall  T.  F.  Booker,  formerly  employed  as  car  inspector 
at  Brownsville,  Tex.,  who  was  dismissed  from  the  service  November 
30,  1920,  for  alleged  complicity  in  bootlegging,  be  reinstated  with 
full  seniority  rights  and  paid  for  all  time  lost  ? 

Decision.’ — Based  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  the  Labor  Board 
decides  that  the  dismissal  of  T.  F.  Booker,  car  inspector,  was  not 
justified  and  that  he  shall  be  reinstated  to  his  former  position  with 
seniority  rights  unimpaired,  and  paid  for  all  time  lost,  less  any 
amount  he  may  have  earned  at  other  employment  since  the  date  of 
his  dismissal. 


DECISION  NO.  400.— DOCKET  444. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Application  of  Decision  No.  2 to  telegraph  and  tele- 
phone linemen  coming  within  the  scope  of  rule  15  of  the  national 
agreement  covering  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts. 
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Statement. — In  applying  the  provisions  of  Decision  Xo.  2 the  car- 
rier followed  the  method  prescribed  in  section  3,  Article  XIII  thereof, 
which  awarded  an  increase  to  the  emplo}^ees  in  question  of  13  cents 
times  204,  or  $26.52  a month.  The  employees  claim  that  this  is  an 
improper  application,  and  call  attention  to  Interpretation  Xo.  3 to 
Decision  Xo.  2,  which  specifies  the  method  of  applying  increases  to 
regularly  assigned  road-service  employees  covered  by  rule  15  of  the 
national  agreement. 

Decision. — Interpretation  Xo.  3 to  Decision  Xo.  2 shall  be  followed 
in  applying  increases  to  the  telegraph  and  telephone  linemen  in 
question. 


DECISION  NO.  401.— DOCKET  465. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19, 1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  ^ilway. 

Question. — Shall  P.  J.  McXey,  machinist,  who  was  dismissed  from 
the  service,  be  reinstated  and  paid  for  all  time  lost  % 

Statement. — Both  written  and  oral  evidence  was  presented  in  con- 
nection with  this  case,  which  has  been  summarized  by  the  Labor 
Board  as  follows: 

The  evidence  indicates  that  P.  J.  McXey  was  employed  as  ma-~ 
chinist  in  Bellmead  roundhouse  at  Waco,  Tex.,  and  that  on  October 
10,  1920,  he  was  given  a work  report  reading,  in  part,  “ Tighten  back 
end  of  quadrant.”  The  work  report  was  O.  K’d  by  Machinist  McXey, 
and  when  engine  was  turned  over  to  the  engineer,  he  found  that  the 
bolts  which  hold  quadrant  bracket  to  deck  of  engine  were  loose,  and  so 
reported  the  matter  to  the  carrier.  After  investigation  the  carrier 
took  the  position  that  JMachinist  McXey  had  signed  for  work  that 
had  not  been  performed,  and  ordered  a formal  investigation  with 
^Ir.  McXey  and  his  committeemen. 

It  was  the  position  of  the  employees  that  the  quadrant  and  the' 
quadrant  bracket  are  two  separate  and  distinct  items,  and  that  Ma-' 
chinist  McXey  performed  the  work  assigned  to  him  in  tightening  the 
bolts  which  hold  the  quadrant  to  the  bracket,  while  the  carrier  claims 
that  an  order  to  tighten  the  back  end  of  quadrant”  means  the  com- 
plete operation  of  tightening  both  the  bracket  and  the  quadrant. 

The  carrier  offered  to  transfer  Machinist  McXey  to  Denison,  Tex.,'" 
and  to  retain  him  in  service  at  that  point  pending  a decision  of  the 
Labor  Board  on  this  case,  stating  that  if  the  position  of  the  carrier 
was  sustained,  he  would  be  retained  at  that  point  so  long  as  his 
services  are  satisfactory. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides,  on  the  evidence  submitted 
in  this  case,  that  the  dismissal  of  P.  J.  McXey  was  not  justified; 
that  Mr.  McXey  shall  be  reinstated  at  Bellmead  roundhouse  at  Waco, 
Tex.,  with  his  seniority  rights  unimpaired ; and  that  in  view  of  the 
declination  of  employment  at  Denison,  Tex,,  pending  final  disposi- 
tion of  the  case,  Mr.  McXey  siiall  only  be  reimbursed  to  the  extent 
that  he  would  have  suffered  a wage  loss,  if  any,  on  the  basis  of  what 
he  would  have  earned  at  Denison  as  compared  with  what  he  would 
have  earned  at  the  Bellmead  roundhouse,  Waco,  Tex. 
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DECISION  NO.  402.— DOCKET  473. 

Chicago,  lU.,  Novemher  19,  1921. 

Railway  Employees  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Shall  J.  J.  Eichardson,  formerly  employed  as  boiler- 
maker at  Hoisington,  Kans.,  be  reinstated  with  full  seniority  rights 
and  paid  for  all  time  lost  ? 

Statement. — The  evidence  indicates  that  on  the  night  of  Feb- 
ruary 7,  1921,  it  was  found  necessaiyy^  to  perform  certain  boiler- 
makers’ work  on  engine  No.  6409  in  order  that  the  engine  might  be 
made  ready  for  train  No.  11,  which  was  to  leave  at  1.45  a.  m.,  and 
that  at  about  10.30  p.  m.  the  night  roundhouse  foreman  instructed 
the  call  boy  to  call  two  boilermakers  and  a helper  to  perform  the 
work  in  question.  Mr.  Eichardson,  being  the  first  listed  on  the ' 
overtime  board,  was  called,  whereupon  he  advised  that  he  had  workea 
the  two  previous  shifts,  namely,  from  12  midnight  Februar^^  6 to  5 
p.  m.  February  7,  and  requested  that  some  one  else  be  called;  other 
men  on  the  overtime  board  were  then  called,  but  account  of  failure 
to  get  them  to  respond  (being  unable  to  locate  two  and  one  reporting 
sick)  the  master  mechanic  again  called  Mr.  Eichardson,  who  again 
reiterated  the  fact  that  he  had  worked  in  the  two  previous  shifts 
and  did  not  feel,  under  those  conditions,  that  he  should  report.  A 
•boilermaker  not  on  the  overtime  board  was  finally  located  and  the 
work  in  question  completed  at  1.50  a.  m. 

The  master  mechanic  arranged  for  an  investigation  on  February 
9,  1921.  of  Mr.  Eichardson’s  refusal  to  respond  to  the  call.  The 
representatives  of  the  employees  accordingly  presented  themselves, 
but  when  advised  that  stenographic  record  would  be  taken  they 
refused  to  enter  into  investigation,  taking  the  position  that  the 
assistant  mechanical  superintendent  had  previously  assured  them 
that  written  investigations  would  not  be  held  for  minor  cases,  such 
as  the  failure  of  men  to  respond  to  calls,  etc.  This  statement  was 
not  denied  by  the  carrier,  but  they  state  that  it  was  not  their  inten- 
tion or  understanding  that  written  evidence  would  not  be  taken  in 
cases  where  either  side  deemed  that  such  record  was  warranted. 

On  February  15,  1921,  Mr.  Eichardson  was  dismissed  from  the, 
service  on  two  charges — (1)  his  refusal  to  respond  to  overtime  call 
and  (2)  his  refusal  to  submit  to  written  investigation.  Upon  ap-; 
plication  of  the  representatives  of  the  employees,  a further  investiga- 
tion was  held  on  March  5,  the  proceedings  of  which  the  employees 
take  exception  to  on  account  of  the  carrier  refusing  to  answer  cer- ' 
tain  questions  propounded,  the  representatives  of  the  carrier  taking 
the  position  that  they  were  not  being  investigated. 

Numerous  statements  are  made  by  the  respective  parties— that  of 
the  employees  purporting  to  show  that  the  master  mechanic  in 
charge  has  incurred  the  disfavor  of  his  men  by  discriminatory  ac- 
tions, while  the  carrier  purports  to  show  that  Mr.  Eichardson  has 
caused  the  carrier  considerable  trouble,  but  that  they  had  been  pa- 
tient and  forbearing  with  him.  The  carrier  claims  that  his  refusal 
to  work  overtime  was  in  accordance  with  a concerted  plan,  and 
calls  attention  to  a notice  served  on  the  carrier  by  a committee  of 
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which  Mr.  Kichardsoii  was  a member,  wherein  it  was  stated  that 
the  boilermakers  had  voted  to  discontinue  all  emergency  overtime.. 

Decision. — In  view  of  all  the  evidence  before  it,  the  Labor  Board 
decides  that  Mr.  Richardson  shall  be  reinstated  with  full  seniority 
rights  and  paid  for  all  time  lost,  less  any  amount  he  may  have 
earned  at  other  employment  since  the  date  of  his  dismissal. 


DECISION  NO.  403.— DOCKET  478. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemher  19,  1921. 

Railway  Employees  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Gulf  Coast  Lines. 

. Question. — Shall  Car  Inspector  H.  N.  Little,  formerly  employed 
at  De  Quincy,  La.,  who  was  dismissed  from  the  service  on  January 
18,  1921,  for  alleged  responsibility  in  causing  derailment  of  three 
cars  at  Elton,  La.,  November  25,  1920,  be  reinstated  and  paid  for  all 
time  lost  ? 

D ecision.—BdiSe:di  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  the  Labor  Board 
decides  that  H.  N.  Little,  car  inspector,  was  unjustly  dismissed,  and 
that  he  shall  be  reinstated  to  his  former  position  with  seniority 
rights  unimpaired  and  paid  for  all  time  lost,  less  any  amount  that 
lie  may  have  earned  in  other  employment  since  the  date  of  his  .dis- 
missal. 


DECISION  NO.  404.— DOCKET  480. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Railway  Employees  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  System. 

Question. — Shall  Victor  Nelson,  blacksmith,  who  was  dismissed 
from  the  servuce  at  San  Bernardino,  Calif.,  December  29,  1920,  be 
reinstated  with  full  seniority  rights  and  paid  for  all  time  lost? 

Decision. — Based  upon  the  evidence  submitted,  the  Labor  Board 
decides  that  the  claim  for  reinstatement  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  405.— DOCKET  626. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Railway  Employees  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Question. — ^Shall  telephone  and  telegraph  equipment  supervisors 
be  permitted  to  perform  mechanics’  work? 

Statement. — The  evidence  indicated  that  the  carrier  employs  three 
men  whose  classifications  are  that  of  telegraph  and  telephone  equip- 
ment supervisors  and  who  are  paid  a monthly  salary  established  by 
the  carrier  and  allowed  actual  expenses  while  traveling  on  the  car- 
rier’s business. 
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Employees'^  position. — The  position  of  the  employees  lias  lieen  sum- 
marized by  the  Labor  Board  as  follows : 

The  employees  contend  that  the  three  telegraph  and  telephone 
equipment  supervisors  employed  by  the  above-named  carrier  are 
used  to  perform  mechanics’  work  in  violation  of  rule  32  of  the 
national  agreement  covering  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  which  reads  as 
follows : 

None  but  mechanics  or  apprentices  regularly  employed  as  such  shall  do 
mechanics’  work  as  per  special  rules  of  each  craft,  except  foremen  at  points 
where  no  mechanics  are  employed. 

At  the  time  the  submission  was  made  it  was  the  employees’  claim 
that  two  of  the  men  in  question  were  engaged  in  the  rehabilitation 
of  the  telephone  plant  at  Silvis,  111.,  and  that  the  other  employee 
w'as  engaged  in  rebuilding  and  installing  a telephone  switchl)oard  on 
the  Kansas  Division ; and,  further,  that  these  men  are  used  regularly 
to  perform  other  classes  of  work,  which  are  covered  by  rules  140  and 
141  of  the  shopmen’s  national  agreement,  these  rules  providing  for 
the  classification  of  work  for  electrical- worker  mechanics. 

The  employees  claim  that  when  the  dispute  in  question  arose  the 
supervisors  in  question  were  performing  ordinary  mechanics’  work, 
such  as  stringing  wires,  knocking  holes  in  walls  of  buildings  to  run 
conduit,  etc.,  their  position  being  that  they  have  never  objected  to  a 
supervisor  showing  a mechanic  how  to  adjust  a piece  of  machinery 
or  to  his  adjusting  some  intricate  instrument  in  case  of  an  emer- 
gency, but  contend  that  the  performance  of  ordinary  mechanics' 
work  hj  these  supervisory  employees  is  contrary  to  the  meaning  and 
intent  of  rule  32  above  quoted. 

The  employees  also  call  attention  to  Decision  Ko.  1682  rendered 
by  Kailroad  Board  of  Adjustment  No.  2 of  the  United  States  Eail- 
road  Administration  regarding  the  classification  of  telephone  and 
telegraph  equipment  supervisors,  which  decision  provided,  in  effect, 
that  said  supervisors  should  not  be  permitted  to  perform  mechanics’ 
work. 

CameEs  position. — The  position  of  the  carrier  nas  oeen  sum- 
marized by  the  Labor  Board  as  follows: 

The  carrier  does  not  deny  that  the  men  in  question  are  performing 
work  specified  in  rules  140  and  141  of  the  national  agreement  in  that 
when  new  and  intricate  types  of  telephone  and  telegraph  apparatus 
are  installed,  or  wdien  defects  or  troubles  develop  in  the  apparatus 
requiring  the  attention  of  an  expert  and  the  nature  of  the  work 
requires  them  to  install  or  remove  some  equipment,  they  are  so  em- 
ployed ; that,  regardless  of  the  titles  of  the  men  and  the  wages  piaid 
them,  the  carrier  requires  men  who  are  qualified  to  perform  and 
direct  installations  of  the  more  complicated  types  of  apparatus, 
new  type  of  apparatus  with  which  the  division  linemen  are  not 
familiar,  and  such  installations  and  repairs  where  more  than  the 
average  ability  is  required;  that  the  ordinary  division  linemen  are 
not  familiar  with  and  qualified  to  do  this  work,  and  are  not  expected 
or  required  to  have  the  expert  knowledge  and  skill  necessary  in  its 
performance. 

The  carrier  also  requires  men  of  some  engineering  skill,  who  are 
familiar  with  standard  practices  and  methods  and  with  knowledge 
to  apply  them  efficiently  and  economically,  and  who  are  qualified  to 
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mspect  and  pass  on  the  quality  as  well  as  quantity  of  work  per- 
formed by  field  men  to  determine  if  such  work,  both  construction  and 
maintenance,  conforms  with  standard  practices  and  methods;  they 
must  be  able  to  investigate,  locate,  and  correct  conditions  militating 
against  the  service,  as  for  example,  mechanical  or  electrical  defects 
in  the  lines  of  apparatus  that  slow  down  or  affect  transmission  effi- 
ciency, where  linemen  and  wire  chiefs  fail;  and  they  must  have  a 
good  general  knowledge  of  the  plant,  which  is  acquired  from  long 
emplojmient  and  gained  by  experience. 

The  carrier  contends  that  the  three  men  in  question  can  under 
normal  conditions  handle  all  work  of  the  character  described  on  the 
system,  and  as  in  a majority  of  cases  the  jobs  require  but  one  man  it 
would  not  be  economical,  and  in  many  instances  impracticable,  to 
employ  more.  In  so  far  as  actual  work  with  tools  is  concerned  less 
than  one-half  of  the  time  of  these  men  is  required. 

Decis'toTh, — The  Labor  Board  does  not  construe  the  language  of 
rule  32  above  referred  to  as  prohibiting  supervisory  employees  fi’om 
instructing  other  employees  in  the  performance  of  their  work,  where- 
by to  carry  out  such  instructions  it  is  necessary  that  they  perform 
certain  mechanics’  work;  nor  is  it  the  Board’s  construction  of  that 
rule  that  such  supervisory  employees  are  prohibited  from  performing 
emergency  service  where  mechanics  are  not  available.  It  is,  however, 
the  Board’s  opinion,  based  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  that  the  em- 
ployees in  question  have  been  performing  certain  work  of  mechanics 
other  than  that  specified  in  the  preceding  sentence  that  should  have 
been  properly  assigned  to  mechanics,  which  practice  is  contrary  to 
the  intent  of  the  above  rules  and  should  be  discontinued, 


DECISION  NO.  406.— DOCKET  627. 

Chicago,  III.,  Xovemher  19,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Shall  certain  specified  positions  of  crossing  watchmen 
be  excepted  from  the  provisions  of  section  (<x  12),  Article  V,  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Lmited  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of 
Way  Employees  and  Eailway  Shop  Laborers? 

Statement. — A joint  submission  was  made  to  the  Labor  Board 
wherein  the  Board  is  requested  to  render  a decision  regarding  18 
specified  crossings,  indicating  which,  if  any,  of  the  18  crossings  so 
specified  should  be  excluded  from  the  provision  of  section  (a  12), 
Article  V,  of  the  national  agreement,  in  accordance  with  tlie  last 
paragraph  thereof. 

Section  (a  12),  Article  V,  of  the  national  agreement,  reads  as 
follows : ' 

{a  12)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  section,  positions  not  requiring 
continuous  manual  labor  such  as  track,  bridge,  and  highway  crossing  watchmen, 
signalmen  at  railway  noninterlocked  crossings,  lamp  men,  engine  watchmen  at 
isolated  points  and  pumpers,  will  be  paid  a monthly  rate  to  cover  all  services 
rendered.  This  monthly  rate  shall  be  based  on  tbe  present  hours  and  compensa- 
tion. If  present  assigned  hours  are  increased  or  decreased,  the  monthly  rate 
shall  be  adjusted  pro  rata  as  the  hours  of  service  in  the  new  assignment  bear 
to  the  hours  of  service  in  the  present  assignment  except  that  hours  above  ten 
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either  in  new  or  present  assignment  shall  be  counted  as  one  and  one-half  in 
making  adjustments.  Nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  to  permit  the  reduction 
of  hours  for  the  employees  covered  by  this  section  (a  12)  below  eight  hours  per 
day  for  six  days  per  week.  The  wages  for  new  positions  shall  be  in  conformity 
with  the  wages  for  positions  of  similar  kind,  class  and  hours  of  service  where 
created. 

Exceptions  to  the  foregoing  paragraph  shall  be  made  for  individual  positions 
at  busy  crossings  or  other  places  requiring  continuous  alertness  and  application, 
when  agreed  to  between  the  management  and  a committee  of  employees.  For 
such  excepted  positions  the  foregoing  paragraph  shall  not  apply. 

An  oral  hearing  was  conducted  in  connection  with  this  case  at 
ivhich  time  it  was  indicated  by  the  representatives  of  the  carrier  that 
the  employees  had  previously  contended  that  all  positions  of  crossing 
watchmen  should  be  excluded  from  section  [a  12)  of  Article  V in 
accordance  with  the  last  paragraph  thereof.  The  representatives  of 
the  employees  present,  not  being  familiar  with  the  previous  handling 
of  the  case,  could  not  confirm  or  deny  the  statement.  The  statement 
of  the  carrier  was  that  all  crossing  watchmen  were  classified  on  May 
1,  1917,  under  a classification  as  to  their  importance  in  regard  to 
traffic  conditions  on  both  railroad  and  highway,  location  of  high- 
way, length  of  view  considered  both  from  a highway  and  railroad 
standpoint,  responsibility  and  service  requirements,  and  automatic 
bells  and  indicators;  that  compensation  was  fixed  in  accordance 
therewith ; and  that  in  view  of  this  fact  none  of  the  positions  should 
be  excepted  from  section  (a  12)  of  Article  V.  Statements  were  sub- 
mitted indicating  the  volume  of  traffic  passing  the  crossings  in  ques- 
tion in  a certain  24-hour  period. 

The  evidence  indicates  that  the  18  specified  representative  cross- 
ings were  submitted  for  decision,  upon  which  decision  disputes  re- 
garding other  crossings  would  be  discussed  and,  if  possible,  decided 
in  conference. 

Opinion. — After  reviewing  the  evidence  submitted,  it  is  the  opin- 
ion of  the  Labor  Board  that  the  position  of  the  carrier,  wherein  it 
is  claimed  that  none  of  the  positions  should  be  excepted,  is  not 
justified;  further,  that  the  claim  of  the  employees  that  all  crossings 
should  be  excepted  is  likewise  not  justified. 

The  excepted  paragraph  in  section  (<2  12)  of  Article  V,  above- 
quoted,  was  inserted,  according  to  the  understanding  of  the  Labor 
Board,  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  overtime  to  the  positions  ex- 
cepted thereby  and  has  no  reference  to  the  establishment  of  a rate 
of  pay.  Hence,  it  is  felt  that  the  carrier’s  position  relative  to  the 
establishment  of  the  rates  for  these  positions  in  1917  does  not  prop- 
erly enter  into  the  dispute. 

At  the  hearing  the  testimony  of  the  representatives  of  the  em- 
ployees did  not  coincide  entirely  with  written  submission  to  the 
Labor  Board,  and  there  is  still  some  question  as  to  whether  it  is  the 
contention  of  the  employees  that  all  positions  at  any  particular 
crossing  should  be  paid  on  the  same  basis,  regardless  of  the  relative 
density  of  traffic;  i.  e.,  whether  it  is  very  light  on  one  shift  and  ex- 
ceedingly heavy  on  another. 

Decision. — Based  upon  the  evidence  before  it  the  Labor  Board 
decides  that  a further  conference  should  be  held  between  the  duly 
authorized  representatives  of  the  respective  parties  with  a view  to 
complying  with  the  last  paragraph  of  section  {a  12)  of  Article  V, 
at  which  time  the  employees  should  confine  their  case  to  specified 
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crossings  or  positions  which  it  is  believed  merit  their  consideration. 
The  rates  established  by  the  carrier  in  1917  should  have  no  bearing 
on  the  question  at  issue,  and  the  carrier  should,  therefore,  consider 
the  case  on  the  basis  of  conditions  existing  at  present. 


DECISION  NO.  407.— DOCKET  629. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad 

Co.  (West  of  Buffalo). 

Question. — (1)  Does  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decison  No.  119  provide 
for  payment  of  pro  rata  rate  for  regular  and  special  assignments  of 
signal  department  employees  on  Sundays  and  holidays? 

(2)  Does  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  affect  payment 
under  the  call  rule  as  embodied  in  the  national  agreement  ? 

Statement. — The  submission  indicates  that  i^uor  to  the  promulga- 
tion of  any  general  order  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administra- 
tion relating  to  ^vage  and  working  conditions,  employees  in-  the  sig- 
nal department  of  the  carrier  involved  were  paid  on  a monthly  salary 
and  assigned  to  hours  varying  from  10  to  13  per  day,  and  that  pro 
rata  rate  was  paid  for  service  in  excess  of  their  assigned  hours,  but 
no  additional  pay  allowed  for  Sunday  and  holiday  work  except  for 
work  in  excess  of  assigned  hours.  In  other  words,  the  monthly  rate 
covered  all  service,  including  Sundays  and  holidays,  except  service 
performed  outside  of  their  regular  assignment,  which  was  paid  for 
additional  at  pro  rata  rate. 

There  is  incorporated  in  the  national  agreement  covering  signal 
department  employees  a rule  (section  13  of  Article  II)  which  reads 
in  part: 

Employees  released  from  duty  and  notified  or  called  to  perform  work  outside 
of  and  not  continuous  with  regular  working  hours  will  be  paid  a minimum 
allowance  of  two  hours  at  the  overtime  rate ; * * *. 

Employees^  'position. — The  employees’  position  is  summarized  as 
follows : 

It  is  the  position  of  the  employees  that  Addendum  No.  2 to  Deci- 
sion No.  119  made  no  mention  of  Sunday  and  holiday  work,  but  had 
reference  only  to  overtime  after  regular  hours,  and  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  question  as  to  the  payment  of  Sunday  and  holiday  time 
was  one  of  the  disputed  rules  submitted  to  the  Labor  Board  for  de- 
cision, the  provisions  of  the  national  agreement  should  apply  until 
the  Labor  Board  renders  a decision  on  that  question. 

In  regard  to  the  payment  for  a call,  the  employees  take  the  posi- 
tion that  this  question  is  one  upon  which  no  agreement  could  be 
reached  and  which  was  submitted  to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision 
in  connection  with  the  revision  of  rules  and  working  conditions,  and 
that  until  a decision  is  rendered  thereon  three  hours  should  be  a 
minimum  payment  for  a call  in  accordance  with  the.  provisions  of  the 
national  agreement. 

Camer'^s  position. — The  carrier’s  position  is  summarized  as  fol- 
lows : 
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It  is  the  position  of  the  carrier  that  no  overtime  was  allowed  for 
Sunday  and  holiday  work  prior  to  Federal  control,  and  that,  there- 
fore, in  accordance  with  their  understanding  of  Addendum  No.  2 to 
Decision  No.  119,  it  is  proper  for  them  to  pay  pro  rata  for  such  serv- 
ice until  the  Labor  Board  can  dispose  of  this  question;  further,  in 
regard  to  the  call  rule,  they  feel  that  in  allowing  a minimum  of  two 
hours  at  pro  rata  rate  they  are  complying  with  the  meaning  and  in- 
tent of  Decision  No.  119  and  Addendum  No.  2 thereto. 

Decision. — (1)  Under  the  provisions  of  Addendum  No.  2 to  Deci- 
sion No.  119,  pro  rata  rate  shall  be  paid  for  regular  and  special  as- 
signments of  signal  department  employees  on  Sundays  and  holidays, 
except  classes  of  employees  which  have  reached  an  agreement  on 
overtime  rates  or  classes  of  employees  who  by  agreement  or  practice 
were  receiving  a rate  higher  than  pro  rata  prior  to  the  promulgation 
of  any  general  order  of  the  United  States  Bailroad  Administration 
relating  to  wages  and  working  conditions. 

(2)  Inasmuch  as  the  call  rule  referred  to  above  specifies  an  allow- 
ance of  “ two  hours  at  the  overtime  rate,”  it  is  the  decision  of  the 
Labor  Board  that  the  overtime  rate  under  the  provisions  of  Adden- 
dum No:  2 to  Decision  No.  119  shall  be  applied  in  connection  with 
the  application  of  this  rule. 

The  above  decisions  shall  apply  with  the  understanding  that  if  the 
rules  promulgated  by  the  Labor  Board  are  more  favorable  to  the 
employees,  adjustment  in  compensation  due  to  the  employees  will  be 
made  by  the  carrier. 


DECISION  NO.  408.—DOCKET  632. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana. 

Question.~^^2iS  the  carrier  the  right  in  reducing  the  force  to  lay 
off  certain  section  laborers  and  retain  other  employees  of  this  class 
who  are  junior  in  the  service? 

Statement. — The  evidence  submitted  to  the  Labor  Board  indicates 
that  in  October,  1920,  the  carrier  made  a reduction  in  force  of  50 
men  on  section  85,  San  Antonio  yard,  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  ex- 
penses, and  that  among  the  50  men  laid  off  were  10  section  laborers 
holding  seniority  rights  over  certain  other  employees  who  were  re- 
tained in  the  service.  The  employees  have  taken  exception  to  the  car- 
rier’s action  in  retaining  men  junior  in  the  service  in  preference  to 
older  men,  claiming  that  the  provision  of  section  (<?  2),  Article  II 
of  the  National  Agreement  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Mainte- 
nance of  Way  Employees  and  Bailway  Shop  Laborers,  has  been 
violated. 

The  following  sections  are  quoted  from  Article  II  of  the  national 
agreement  above  referred  to : 

(c  2)  Except  as  provided  in  section  (d)  of  this  article  and  in  section  (h). 
Article  III,  when  force  is  reduced  the  senior  men  in  the  subdepartment  on  the 
seniority  district  capable  of  doing  the  work  shall  be  retained. 

(h)  Seniority  rosters  will  show  the  name  and  date  of  entry  of  the  employees 
into  the  service  of  the  railroad,  except  that  names  of  laborers  will  not  be  in- 
cluded and  their  seniority  rights  will  not  apply  until  they  have  been  in  con- 
tinuous service  of  the  railroad  in  excess  of  six  months. 
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It  is  the  position  of  the  carrier  that  section  (c  2)  of  Article  II, 
above  quoted,  gives  them  the  right  to  retain  employees  capable  of 
performing  the  work;  that  the  men  involved  in  this  particular  case 
were  members  of  extra  gangs  who  had  been  put  on  to  take  care  of 
temporary  conditions  of  an  emergencj^  character  and  whose  services 
with  the  carrier  were  not  satisfactory;  and  that  in  reducing  forces 
men  were  retained  whose  services  had  proven  satisfactory.  It  is 
shown  by  the  carrier  that  the  men  in  question  worked  more  or  less 
irregularly,  some  of  them  having  left  the  service  and  being  reem- 
ployed within  the  six-month  period  preceding  October,  1920,  thereby 
forfeiting  any  seniority  which  they  might  have  otherwise  established. 

The  employees  have  offered  no  evidence  in  refutation  of  the  car- 
rier’s statement  that  their  services  were  unsatisfactory^ 

Decimon. — Based  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  the  Labor  Board  de- 
cides that  the  carrier  was  within  its  rights  in  reducing  forces  in  the 
manner  as  outlined. 


DECISION  NO.  409.— DOCKET  654. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921.  * 

Railway  Employees  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question-. — Assignment  of  working  foremen  at  Cornell,  Kans. 

Statement. — A joint  statement  was  filed  in  connection  with  this 
dispute  which  was  supplemented  by  oral  evidence  presented  by  the 
respective  parties. 

The  e\ddence  indicates  that  for  several  years  prior  to  October  1, 
1920,  an  employee  by  the  name  of  Powell  had  been  employed  in  the 
capacity  of  boilermaker  at  Cornell,  Kans.;  and  that  Cornell  is  a 
small  outlying  point  where  several  switch  engines,  used  in  mine  serv- 
ice, lay  over.  In  addition  to  the  boilermaker,  there  was  employed  at 
that  point  one  hostler,  one  hostler  helper,  two  engine  watchmen,  two 
fire  cleaners,  and  one  supply  man.  The  evidence  further  shows  that 
at  times  of  heavy  business  at  that  point  there  have  been  employed, 
in  addition  to  a foreman,  a boilermaker  and  a machinist,  but  that  on 
account  of  business  conditions  in  that  district  the  carrier  found  it 
unneccessary  to  employ  mechanics  of  any  craft  at  that  point  as  they 
felt  that  they  could  handle  all  the  work  there  was  to  be  done  with 
a working  foreman. 

On  or  about  October  1,  1920,  the  carrier  posted  a five-day  notice 
and  laid  off  Boilermaker  Powell,  the  only  mechanic  employed  at  that 
point.  At  the  expiration  of  said  notice  another  boileripaker  was 
brought  from  another  division  and  assigned  as  working  foreman  at 
Cornell,  Kans. ; he  performed  all  of  the  mechanic’s  work  pre^dously 
done  by  Boilermaker  Powell  and  in  addition  thereto  exercised  su- 
pervision over  the  employees  referred  to  above. 

It  is  further  shown  that  Boilermaker  Powell  was  offered  a position 
at  Nevada,  Mo.,  but  the  offer  was  not  accepted ; that  in  March,  1921, 
Mr.  Powell  was  offered  a position  as  boilermaker  at  Joplin,  which 
he  accepted. 
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Rule  18  of  the  national  agreement  covering  the  Federated  Shop 
Crafts  reads  in  part  as  follows: 

When  new  jobs  are  created  or  vacancies  occur  in  the  respective  crafts  the 
oldest  employees  in  point  of  service  shall,  if  sufficient  ability  is  shown  by  trial, 
be  given  preference  in  filling  such  new  jobs  or  any  vacancies  that  may  be 
desirable  to  them.  * * * 

Rule  32  reads  as  follows : 

None  but  mechanics  or  apprentices  regularly  employed  as  such  shall  do  me- 
chanic’s work  as  per  special  rules  of  each  craft,  except  foremen  at  points  where 
no  mechanics  are  employed. 

Employees'^  position. — The  contention  of  the  employees  is  shown 
in  the  following  quotation  from  the  submission : 

We  contend  that  our  agreement  was  openly  violated  and  a great  injustice 
has  been  done  Boilermaker  Powell,  who  has  held  the  job  at  Cornell  for  some 
time  and  rendered  faithful  service  to  the  company. 

Rule  32  of  the  national  agreement  was  not  intended  to  apply  in  the  manner 
as  stated.  The  purpose  of  this  rule  when  put  into  the  Missouri  Pacific  agree- 
ment in  1913  and  later  incorporated  into  the  national  agreement  on  September 
20,  1919,  was  to  take  care  of  a small  place  where  we  never  had  a mechanic 
employed  and  the  amount  of  work  performed  at  such  point  would  not  justify 
the  putting  on  of  a foreman  and  a mechanic  to  look  after  the  necessary  work 
to  be  done. 

Rules  18  and  27  in  this  particular  instance  have  been  violated,  and  we  request 
that  Mr.  Powell  be  returned  to  his  job  and  be  allowed  pay  for  any  time  he  lost 
account  of  being  laid  off  unjustly. 

Carriers  position. — The  contention  of  the  carrier  is  shown  in  the 
following  quotation  from  the  submission: 

Boilermaker  Powell  was  laid  off  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  national  agreement,  he  having  been  given  five  days’  notice  of  reduction 
in  force  at  that  point  prior  to  being  laid  off.  He  was  also  informed  that  we 
could  use  him  at  Nevada,  Mo.,  the  division  headquarters,  if  he  desired  to  work 
at  that  point.  The  foreman  has  supervision  over  hostler,  hostler  helper,  tvm 
engine  watchmen,  two  fire  cleaners,  and  one  supply  man  and  he  is  paid  $2.51.50 
per  month.  Similar  situation  exists  at  Concordia,  Kans.,  Cairo,  111.,  Springfield, 
Mo.,  and  St.  Joseph,  Mo. 

The  carrier  contends  it  is  entirely  within  its  rights  in  assigning  a working 
foreman  under  the  provisions  of  rule  32. 

Decision. — While  the  Labor  Board  recognizes  the  right  of  the 
carrier  to  appoint  employees  of  their  own  selection  to  important 
supervisory  positions,  the  Board  does  not  feel  that  it  was  the  intent 
of  the  rules  as  incorporated  in  the  national  agreement  to  permit  the 
carrier  to  displace  employees  at  small  outlying  points  by  the  exercise 
of  this  privilege  without  good  and  sufficient  reason. 

The  Labor  Board  therefore  decides  on  the  particular  dispute  in 
question  that  the  carrier  was  not  justified  in  displacing  Boilermaker 
Powell,  the  only  mechanic  employed  at  the  point  in  question;  that 
he  should*  be  reinstated  to  his  former  position  with  seniority  rights 
unimpaired;  and  that  in  view  of  the  declination  of  employment  at 
Nevada,  Mo.,  Mr.  Powell  shall  only  be  reimbursed  to  the  extent  that 
he  would  have  suffered  a wage  loss,  if  any,  on  the  basis  of  what  he 
would  have  earned  at  Nevada,  Mo.,  as  compared  with  what  he  would 
have  earned  at  Cornell,  Kans. 
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DECISION  NO.  410.— DOCKET  662. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Railway  Employees  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Shall  Bernard  Hardy,  machinist,  dismissed  from  the 
service  August  28,  1920,  be  reinstated  and  paid  for  time  lost? 

/StateTTient. — The  evidence  submitted,  both  written  and  oral,  indi- 
cates that  Machinist  Bernard  Hardy  was  dismissed  from  the  service, 
after  investigation,  for  failure  to  reduce  right  main  rod  brass  on 
engine  3107.  This  work,  together  Avith  other  Avork,  Avas  listed  on 
his  work  report  which  was  signed  by  him  indicating  that  all  of  the 
work  shown  thereon  had  been  performed.  The  engineer  to  whom  the 
engine  was  turned  over  discovered  that  the  work  had  not  been  per- 
formed, thereupon  he  returned  the  engine  to  the  roundhouse,  where  a 
machinist  was  assigned  to  perform  the  work  which  resulted  in  a delay 
of  55  minutes  to  the  engine. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  employees  that  Machinist  Hardy  tried 
to  moA^e  the  crosshead  back  and  forth  to  ascertain  if  there  was  any 
lost  motion,  and  that  finding  no  lost  motion  he  proceeded  to  per- 
form other  work  listed  on  his  work  report.  In  this  connection  it  is 
the  employees’  claim  that  in  a majority  of  cases  where  brasses  are 
reported  by  an  engineer  it  is  unnecessary  to  reduce  the  brass  on  account 
of  the  pound  being  elsewhere,  and  that  it  is  not  infrequent  that 
engineers  report  work  which  upon  inspection  is  found  unnecessary 
to  perform. 

The  carrier  contends  that  Machinist  Hardy  was  properly  disci- 
^ plined  on  account  of  his  failure  to  perform  the  work  to  which  he  was 
.assigned  and  for  falsifying  his  work  report,  thereby  misleading  the 
roundhouse  authorities  who  allowed  the  engine  to  go  out  in  an  unfit 
'^‘■  condition,  resulting  in  it  being  brought  back  to  the  roundhouse  to 
have  the  work  done  and  causing  delay  to  train. 

Decision. — Based  upon  the  evidence  submitted  in  writing  and  at 
the  oral  hearing  conducted,  and  considering  all  the  circumstances 
cited  therein,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  discipline  adminisw 
tered  to  Bernard  Hardy  was  too  seA^ere,  and  that  he  should  be  rein- 
stated to  his  former  position  Avith  unbroken  seniority  rights,  but 
not  paid  for  time  lost. 

Nothing  in  this  decision,  however,  should  be  construed  as  uphold- 
ing the  practice  of  employees  signing  for  work  which  they  did  not 
actually  perform. 


DECISION  NO.  411.— DOCKET  663. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Pennsylvania  System, 

Question. — Shall  supervisory  employees  covered  by  the  proAusions 
of  section  ( ^ ) , Article  V,  of  the  agreement  between  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration  and  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Mainte- 
nance of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop.  Laborers  be  allowed 
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overtime  for  service  performed  after  eight  hours,  such  as  making 
up  pay  rolls,  time  books,' material  reports,  accident  reports,  fire  re- 
ports, and  the  like,  or  any  other  reports  these  employees  are  called 
upon  to  make  out  after  eight  hours  have  been  worked  ? 

Statement. — Section  (A)  of  Aiticle  V,  above  referred  to.  re-ads  as 
follows : 

{h)  Employees  whose  responsibilities  or  supervisory  duties  require  ser\d(e 
in  excess  of  the  working  hours  or  days  assigned  for  the  general  force  will  be 
compensated  on  a monthly  rate  to  cover  all  services  rendered,  except  that  when 
such  employees  are  required  to  perform  work  which  is  not  a part  of  their 
responsibilities  or  supervisory  duties  on  Sundays  or  in  excess  of  the  established 
working  hours,  such  work  will  be  paid  for  on  the  basis  prowded  in  these  ruh^s 
in  addition  to  the  monthly  rate.  For  such  employees  now  paid  on  an  hourly  rate 
apply  the  monthly  rate,  determined  by  multiplying  the  hourly  rate  by  208. 
Section  foremen  required  to.  walk  or  patrol  track  on  Sundays  shall  be  paid, 
therefore,  on  the  basis  provided  in  these  rules,  in  addition  to  the  monthly  rate. 

Decision. — ^It  is  the  decision  of  the  L/abor  Board  that  the  employees 
in  question,  in  accordance  with  the  above  rule,  are  not  entitled  to  over- 
time for  the  service  referred  to  in  the  question. 


DECISION  NO.  412.— DOCKET  693. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemhcr  19,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway  Co. 

Question^. — Shall  foremen  in  the  maintenance  of  way  department 
be  permitted  to  have  an  agreement  separate  from  other  emplo^^ees  in 
that  department  ? 

Statement.— Written,  and  oral  evidence  presented  in  connection 
with  this  case  indicates  that  certain  section  foremen  had  approached 
the  carrier  about  18  months  ago  wikh  request  that  said  foremen  be 
permitted  to  have  a separate  agreement  governing  rules  and  working 
conditions,  which  request  the  carrier  did  not  grant;  that  after  the 
issuance  of  Decision  No.  119  the  carrier  brought  the  matter  to  the 
attention  of  the  foremen  who  had  previously  petitioned  for  a sep- 
arate agreement,  when  the  foremen  were  advised  that  under  the  car- 
rier’s interpretation  of  Decision  No.  119  they  would  have  the  privi- 
lege of  drawing  up  an  agreement  with  the  company,  provided  they 
could  show  the  prosier  proportion  of  the  men  in  their  craft  or  class. 

On  the  date  set  for  appearing  before  the  general  manager  it  is 
shown  that  a representative  of  the  foremen  appeared  and  claimed  to 
have  the  signatures  of  80  per  cent  of  the  foremen  which  indicated 
their  desire  to  negotiate  a separate  agreement,  but  asked  for  a post- 
ponement of  one  day  to  prepare  their  case,  and  this  request  was 
granted  by  the  management.  It  is  further  shown  that  representa- 
tives of  the  maintenance  of  way  organization  appeared  in  the  mean- 
time in  answer  to  the  general  manager’s  circular  and  stated  that  they 
had  been  duly  authorized  by  a majority  of  the  foremen  to  represent 
them  in  agreement  negotiations,  and  they  submitted  written  signa- 
tures in  substantiation  of  their  claim. 

The  carrier  thereupon  concluded  that  there  had  been  confusion  in 
the  matter,  which  was  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  both  organizations 
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held  signatures  of  the  same  employees  in  some  instances,  and  it  was 
therefore  decided  to  take  an  independent  secret  ballot.  The  ballot 
was  prepared  and  approved  by  representatives  of  both  the  foremen’s 
and  the  maintenance  of  way  employees’  organizations.  The  evidence 
shows  that  a representative  of  the  carrier,  together  with  representa- 
tives of  both  the  foremen’s  and  the  maintenance  of  way  employees’ 
organizations,  distributed  the  ballots  and  explained  to  the  foremen 
the  proper  method  to  be  followed  in  casting  their  votes. 

The  balloting  took  place  on  June  16,  17,  and  18,  1921,  at  the  con- 
clusion of  which  the  ballots  were  brought  to  the  office  of  the  general 
manager,  where  the  names  of  the  men  voting  were  read  from  the  out- 
side envelopes  and  recorded  and  checked  against  the  list  of  employees 
then  in  the  service,  this  check  being  made  by  representatives  of  both 
the  foremen’s  and  the  maintenance  of  way  employees’  organizations. 
It  is  shown  that  after  each  name  was  read  the  outer  envelope  was 
opened  and  destroyed,  and  the  inner  envelope,  that  contained  the  bal- 
lot, sealed,  was  placed  in  a box  by  itself,  the  identity  of  the  voter 
thereby  being  lost.  The  ballots  were  counted  by  the  representatives 
present,  and  the  count  developed  that  the  foremen’s  organization  had 
received  a majority  of  the  votes  cast. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  maintenance  of  way  employees’  organiza- 
tion that  the  carrier  assisted  the  foremen’s  organization  in  covering 
the  road'  with  motor  cars  and  used  their  influence  in  other  ways  to 
have  the  foremen  make  a separate  agreement ; and  they  feel  that  the 
alleged  intimidation  on  the  part  of  the  carrier  was  responsible  for 
the  result  of  the  above-referred-to  ballot,  and  that  the  United  Broth- 
erhood of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Labor- 
ers should  be  permitted  to  continue  representing  that  class  of  em- 
ployees, as  was  done  during  the  period  of  Federal  control.  It  is  the 
employees’  further  claim  that  the  petition  of  the  foremen  should  be 
considered  as  that  of  unorganized  emploj^ees^  and  that  in  view  of 
their  having  less  than  100  signatures  of  employees  they  are  not  privi- 
leged to  bring  their  case  to  the  Labor  Board. 

Decision, — ^The  Labor  Board  decides  upon  the  evidence  submitted 
that  the  carrier  has  complied  with  the  provisions  of  Decision  No.  119, 
and  that  under  the  circumstances  cited  it  was  justified  in  taking  the 
ballot  on  June  16,  17,  and  18,  1921,  to  determine  definitely  the  wishes 
of  the  foremen  involved;  and,  further,  that  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
this  ballot  was  conducted  with  the  approval  and  under  the  direction 
of  the  three  interested  parties  it  shall  be  considered  bona  fide  and  the 
result  thereof  considered  final  in  so  far  as  agreement  negotiations 
pursuant  to  Decision  No.  119  are  concerned  for  this  class  of  employees. 


DECISION  NO.  413.— DOCKET  716. 

Cliicaffo,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Sioux  City  Terminal  Railway. 

Question. — Has  the  Sioux  City  Terminal  Railway  the  right  to 
arbitrarily  reduce  the  wages  of  maintenance  of  way  employees  with- 
out authorization  from  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  or 
the  consent  of  the  employees  to  such  reduction  ? 

Decision. — No. 
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DECISION  NO.  414.— DOCKET  735. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Petition  of  Brotherhood  of  Painters,  Decorators,  and  Paperhangers  of  America 
for  rehearing  on  Docket  No.  735,  Decision  227. 

Question. — Application  of  Brotherhood  of  Painters,  Decorators, 
and  Paperhangers  of  America  for  rehearing  on  Docket  T35,  Deci- 
sion 227. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board,  after  due  consideration  of  the  mo- 
tion of  the  Brotherhood  of  Painters,  Decorators,  and  Paperhangers 
of  America  for  a rehearing  of  the  dispute  herein,  overrules  said  mo- 
tion and  declines  to  reopen  this  case. 


DECISION  NO.  415.— DOCKET  744. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  10,  1921. 

International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineers  v.  New  York  Central 

Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Are  stationary  engineers  employed  at  Ashtabula,  Ohio, 
by  the  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.  properly  classified  and  paid? 

Statement. —An  application  for  decision  was  filed  with  the  Labor 
Board  by  the  above-named  organization,  wherein  it  is  claimed  that 
stationary  engineers  employed  at  Ashtabula,  Ohio,  are  improperly 
classified  and  paid,  it  being  the  contention  of  said  organization  that 
the  men  are  performing  work  coming  within  tlie  classification  of 
skilled  mechanics,  specified  in  agreement  entered  into  between  the 
Director  General  of  Railroads  and  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts. 

At  oral  hearing  conducted  by  the  Labor  Board,  the  representa- 
tives of  the  carrier  signified  their  willingness  to  appoint  a committee 
for  the  purpose  of  accompanying  a committee  selected  by  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  employees  to  the  above-named  plant  to  ascertain  the 
actual  work  being  performed,  and  that  if  after  such  investigation 
it  was  found  that  an  agreement  could  not  be  reached,  the  matter 
would  again  be  referred  to  the  Board  for  decision.  The  representa- 
tives of  the  employees  refused  to  enter  into  such  investigation,  stat- 
ing that  it  was  their  desire  to  rest  their  case  upon  the  written  and 
oral  submission  which  had  been  made  to  the  Labor  Board. 

Decision. — In  view  of  the  expressed  willingness  of  the  carrier  to 
investigate  the  conditions  existing  at  the  above-referred-to  power 
plant  in  an  effort  to  adjust  the  differences,  which  the  Labor  Board 
feels  indicates  that  the  carrier  is  endeavoring  to  deal  fairly  in  this 
dispute  and  if  possible  reach  an  amicable  settlement,  and  further  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  there  has  been  no  agreement  between  the  com- 
plainant organization  and  the  carrier  as  to  the  actual  work  per- 
formed hj  the  men  in  question,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  a joint 
investigation  shall  be  made  to  determine  the  character  of  the  work 
being  performed  by  the  employees  in  question  at  the  Ashtabula 
plant,  in  which  investigation  representatives  of  all  interested  crafts 
shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to  participate.  If  after  such  investi- 
gation it  is  found  that  an  agreement  can  not  be  reached,  the  matter 
can  be  again  submitted  to  the  Labor  Board  in  the  manner  outlined 
in  section  301  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 


DECISIO^iTS. 


409 


DECISION  NO.  416.— DOCKET  745. 

Chicago,  III.,  Xovember  19,  1921. 

International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineers  v.  New  York  Central 

Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Are  stationary  engineers  employed  at  33  West  Eoot 
Street,  Chicago,  111.,  by  the  New  Y^ork  Central  Railroad  Co.,  prop- 
erly classified  and  paid? 

^Statement. — An  application  for  decision  was  filed  with  the  Labor 
Board  by  the  above-named  organization,  wherein  it  is  claimed  that 
stationary  engineers  employed  at  33  West  Root  Street,  Chicago,  111., 
are  improperly  classified  and  paid,  it  being  the  contention  of  said 
organization  that  the  men  are  performing  work  coming  within  the 
classification  of  skilled  mechanics  specified  in  agreement  entered 
into  between  the  Director  General  of  Railroads  and  the  Federated 
Shop  Crafts. 

At  oral  hearing  conducted  by  the  Labor  Board  the  representatives 
of  the  carrier  signified  their  willingness  to  appoint  a committee  for 
the  purpose  of  accompanying  a committee  selected  by  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  employees  to  the  above-named  plant  to  ascertain 
the  actual  work  being  performed,  and  that  if  after  such  investigation 
it  was  found  that  an  agreement  could  not  be  reached  the  matter 
would  again  be  referred  to  the  Board  for  decision.  The  representa- 
tives of  the  employees  refused  to  enter  into  such  investigation,  stat- 
ing that  it  was  their  desire  to  rest  their  case  upon  the  written  and 
oral  submission  which  had  been  made  to  the  Labor  Board. 

Decision. — In  view  of  the  expressed  willingness  of  the  carrier  to 
investigate  the  conditions  existing  at  the  above-referred-to  power 
^(•plant  in  an  effort  to  adjust  the  differences,  which  the  Labor  Board 
feels  indicates  that  the  carrier  is  endeavoring  to  deal  fairly  in  this 
- dispute  and  if  possible  to  reach  an  amicable  settlement,  and  further 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  has  been  no  agreement  between  the 
complainant  organization  and  the  carrier  as  to  the  actual  work  per- 
formed by  the  men  in  question,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  a 
joint  investigation  shall  be  made  to  determine  the  character  of  the 
work  being  performed  by  the  employees  in  question  at  the  plant  at 
33  West  Root  Street,  Chicago,  111.,  in  which  investigation  representa- 
tives of  all  interested  crafts  shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to  partici- 
pate. If  after  such  investigation  it  is  found  that  an  agreement  can 
not  be  reached,  the  matter  can  be  again  submitted  to  the  Labor  Board 
in  the  manner  outlined  in  section  301  of  the  Transportation  Act, 
1920. 


DECISION  NO.  417.— DOCKET  746. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineers  v.  New  York  Central 
^ Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Are  stationary  engineers  employed  at  Sixty-third 
Street  and  Indiana  Avenue,  Chicago,  111.,  by  the  New  York  Central 
Railroad  Co.,  properly  classified  and  paid? 
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Statement. — An  application  for  decision  was  filed  with  the  Labor 
Board  by  the  above-named  organization,  wherein  it  is  claimed  that 
stationary  engineers  employed  at  Sixty-third  Street  and  Indiana 
Avenue,  Chicago,  111.,  are  improperly  classified  and  paid,  it  being 
the  contention  of  said  organization  that  the  men  are  performing  work 
coming  within  the  classification  of  skilled  mechanics  s})ecified  in 
agreement  entered  into  between  the  Director  General  of  Bailroads 
and  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts. 

At  oral  hearing  conducted  by  the  Labor  Board  the  representatives 
of  the  carrier  signified  their  willingness  to  appoint  a committee  for 
the  purpose  of  accompanying  a committee  selected  by  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  employees  to  the  above-named  plant  to  ascertain 
the  actual  work  being  performed,  and  that  if  after  such  investigation 
it  was  found  that  an  agreemient  could  not  be  reached  the  matter 
would  again  be  referred  to  the  Board  for  decision.  The  represen- 
tatives of  the  employees  refused  to  enter  into  such  investigation, 
stating  that  it  was  their  desire  to  rest  their  case  upon  the  written 
and  oral  submission  which  had  been  made  to  the  Labor  Board. 

Decision. — In  view  of  the  expressed  willingness  of  the  carrier  to 
investigate  the  conditions  existing  at  the  above-referred-to  power 
plant  in  an  effort  to  adjust  the  differences,  which  the  Labor  Board 
feels  indicates  that  the  carrier  is  endeavoring  to  deal  fairly  in  this 
dispute  and  if  possible  to  reach  an  amicable  settlement,  and  further, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  has  been  no  agreement  between  the 
complainant  organization  and  the  carrier  as  to  the  actual  work  per- 
formed by  the  men*  in  question,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  a joint 
investigation  shall  be  made  to  determine  the  character  of  the  work 
being  performed  by  the  employees  in  question  at  the  plant  at  Sixty- 
third  Street  and  Indiana  Avenue,  Chicago,  111.,  in  which  investig*a- 
tion  representatives  of  all  interested  crafts  shall  be  ^ven  an  oppoi*^ 
tunity  to  participate.  If  after  such  investigation  it  is  found  that 
an  agreement  can  not  be  reached,  the  matter  can  be  again  submitted 
to  the  Labor  Board  in  the  manner  outlined  in  section  301  of  the 
Transportation  Act,  1920. 


DECISION  NO.  418.— DOCKET  763. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Long  Island  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Shall  the  crossing  watchmen  on  the  Long  Island  Rail- 
road be  polled  in  order  to  ascertain  what  organization  shall  negotiate 
working  agreement? 

Statement. — Written  and  oral  evidence  was  submitted  in  connection 
with  this  dispute.  The  evidence  so  submitted  indicates  that  the  car- 
rier has  entered  into  a separate  agreement  governing  rules  and  work- 
ing conditions  for  crossing  watchmen,  this  agreement  having  been 
negotiated  and  consummated  between  representatives  of  the  carrier 
and  representatives  of  the  Long  Island  Railroad  Crossing  Watch- 
men’s Association.  It  is  not  shown  that  a poll  was  taken  to  determine 
which  organization  was  properly  entitled  to  represent  the  employees 
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in  question.  It  is,  however,  shown  that  individual  agreements  were 
submitted  to  the  crossing  watchmen  by  representatives  of  the  crossing 
watchmen’s  association,  which  agreements  were  signed  and  returned 
by  a large  majority  of  said  employees.  The  carrier,  it  is  claimed,  felt 
that  these  agreements  clearly  expressed  the  wishes  of  the  men,  and 
subsequently  entered  into  negotiations  for  one  agreement  covering 
- that  class  of  employees,  resulting  in  an  agreement  being  negotiated 
and  signed  as  referred  to  above. 

The  representatives  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of 
Way  Employees  and  Kailway  Shop  Laborers  protest  against  the 
method  followed  by  the  carrier  in  determining  the  wishes  of  the  em- 
ployees in  regard  to  representation,  claiming  that  it  was  not  in 
accordance  with  the  spirit  and  intent  of  Decision  No.  119,  in  that 
they  were  not  given  an  opportunity  to  participate  in  polling  the 
employees  which  are  represented  by  that  organization  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  agreement  entered  into  with  the  United  States.  Railroad 
Administration,  the  provisions  of  which  were  continued  in  effect  -by 
Decision  No.  119  until  the  Labor  Board  could  decide  disputes  involv- 
ing rules  and  working  conditions  submitted  to  it  for  decision. 

Decision. — In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  crossing  watchmen  on  the 
Long  Island  Railroad  were,  during  the  period  of  Federal  control  and 
for  some  time  subsequent  thereto,  governed  by  agreement  between  the 
LTiited  States  Railroad  Administration  and  the  United  Brotherhood 
of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers,  it  is 
the  opinion  of  the  Labor  Board  that  said  organization  should  have  a 
voice  in  the  conducting  of  a ballot  to  determine  which  organization 
the  crossing  watclimen  desire  to  represent  them.  As  the  e\ddence 
clearly  shows  that  this  was  not  done,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  a 
poll  shall  be  taken  in  which  all  interested  parties  will  be  privileged 
to  participate. 

A conference  shall  be  held  as  soon  after  receipt  of  this  decision  as 
possible  at  such  place  as  the  carrier  may  designate— of  which  due 
notice  shall  be  given  the  interested  parties — between  the  duly  author- 
ized representatives  of  the  carrier,  the  duly  authorized  representa- 
tives of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Em- 
ployees and  Railway  Shop  Laborers,  the  duly  authorized  repre- 
sentatives of  the  crossing  watchmen’s  association,  and  the  duly 
authorized  representatives  of  100  or  more  unorganized  employees — if 
such  representation  is  desired — for  the  purpose  of  arriving  at  a clear 
understanding  as  to  the  distribution,  casting,  counting,  and  tabu- 
lating of  the  ballots  and  announcing  the  results  thereof. 

Note. — Representatives  of  unorganized  employees  authorized  and 
desiring  to  attend  this  conference  must  have  the  individual  and  per- 
sonal signature  and  authorization  of  not  less  than  100  employees 
directly  interested  in  the  dispute;  such  authorization  shall  likewise 
name  the  place  of  employment  and  their  pay-roll  classification. 

BALLOTS. 

The  form  of  ballot  shall  be  as  follows : 

Long  Island  Railroad  Company  Crossing  Watchmen. 

Official  Ballot. 

/ 

A dispute  exists  between  the  carrier  and  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Mainte- 
nance of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers  as  to  whom  the  crossing 
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watchmen  desire  to  be  represented  by  in  conference  to  negotiate  rules  and  work- 
ing conditions. 

The  crossing  watchmen,  irrespective  of  membership  or  nonmembership  in  any 
organization,  are  to  be  given  an  opportunity  to  designate  by  a majority  vote  the 
representatives  of  their  choice  as  follows : 

Those  in  favor  of  either  of  the  following  will  designate  their  choice  by  marking 
an  X in  the  square  set  out  for  that  purpose : 

Those  who  desire  to  be  represented  by  the  Long  Island  Railroad 
Crossing  Watchmen’s  Association,  mark  an  X in  this  square 

Those  who  desire  to  be  represented  by  the  United  Brotherhood  of 
Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers,  mark  an  X 
in  this  square 

Those  who  desire  to  be  represented  by  individuals  or  by  any  other 
organization,  write  the  name  of  such  individual  or  organization  here 

and  mark  an  X in  this  square 

In  the  conference  which  the  Labor  Board  has  directed  to  be  held 
between  the  interested  parties  to  this  dispute  preparatory  to  conduct- 
ing the  ballot,  the  said  authorized  representatives  shall  make  such 
arrangements  as  will  be  necessary  to  preserve  the  absolute  secrecy 
of  the  above  referred  to  ballot. 

EMPLOYEES  ELIGIBLE  TO  VOTE. 

All  crossing  Vv^atchmen  in  the  service  of  the  Long  Island  Railroad 
Co.,  including  those  coming  under  the  provisions  of  this  decision, 
who  have  been  laid  off  or  furloughed  and  are  entitled  to  return  to 
the  service  under  the  seniority  rules  when  the  force  is  restored  to 
what  is  generally  recognized  as  constituting  a normal  force,  if  ac- 
cessible shall  be  furnished  a ballot  and  be  permitted  to  vote. 

DISTRIBUTION,  VOTING,  AND  COUNTING. 

A general  committee,  composed  of  duly  authorized  representatives 
of  the  carrier,  duly  authorized  representatives  of  any  organization 
or  100  or  more  unorganized  employees  participating  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  this  decision,  will  be  located  at  designated 
places  for  the  purpose  of  distributing,  receiving,  counting,  and  tabu- 
lating the  results  of  the  ballot. 

A local  committee  composed  of  the  duly  authorized  representatives 
as  above  outlined  will  be  established  at  each  division  point  for  the 
purpose  of  receiving,  distributing,  packing,  and  forwarding  the  bal- 
lots by  express  or  registered  mail  to  the  general  committee.  Local 
committees  will  see  that  each  employee  is  given  every  opportunity 
to  vote  and  that  his  ballot  is  placed  in  envelope  and  sealed ; the  local 
committee  shall  also  keep  a record  of  the  ballots  received. 

. Only  the  general  committee  is  authorized  to  open  envelope  and 
count  the  ballots.  Where  the  force  is  limited  and  the  local  commit- 
tee can  not  be  procured,  arrangements  shall  be  made  to  place  ballots 
in  the  hands  of  such  employees,  and  they  shall  be  properly  instructed 
as  to  the  manner  of  getting  their  ballot  to  the  general  committee. 

The  ballot  should  be  completed  at  the  earliest  possible  date.  No 
one  but  the  general  committee  is  authorized  to  open,  count,  and  tabu- 
late the  returns  of  the  ballot,  and  all  parties  to  the  dispute  are  en- 
titled to  be  present  when  any  ballots  are  opened  and  counted. 
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When  the  ballots  have  been  canvassed,  the  results  shall  be  reported 
to  the  Labor  Board,  and  the  the  representatives  of  the  carrier  and 
the  employees  will  proceed  with  the  negotiation  of  rules. 

If  either  party  to  this  dispute  believes  that  the  spirit  and  intent 
of  this  decision  is  not  being  complied  with,  the  complaint  should  be 
filed  with  the  Labor  Board  with  all  supporting  data. 


DECISION  NO.  419.— DOCKET  770. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  W,  1921. 

International  Association  of  Railroad  Supervisors  of  Mechanics  v.  Chicago, 
Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  right  of  the 
International  Association  of  Eailroad  Supervisors  of  Mechanics  to 
negotiate  rules  and  working  conditions  affecting  mechanical  depart- 
ment supervisory  forces  of  the  above-named  carrier. 

Statement. — Written  evidence  was  submitted  by  the  respective  par- 
ties to  this  controversy,  wdiich  was  supplemented  by  oral  presenta- 
tion before  the  Labor  Board.  A summarization  of  the  evidence  so 
submitted  follows: 

It  is  shown  that  under  date  of  May  6,  1921,  a communication  was 
addressed  to  L.  C.  Fritch  by  J.  W.  Schuck,  representative  of  the 
above-named  organization,  requesting  a conference  for  the  purpose 
of  negotiating  rules  and  working  conditions  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  Decision  No.  119.  On  June  23,  1921,  the  carrier  ad- 
vised the  representative  that  the  carrier’s  canvas  of  the  foremen  in- 
dicated that  the  organization  did  not  represent  a majority  and  ac- 
cordingl}^  refused  to  grant  a conference. 

Upon  failure  on  the  part  of  that  organization  to  secure  conference, 
an  Ex-parte  submission  was  filed  with  the  Labor  Board,  setting 
forth  the  claim  of  said  organization  to  the  right  of  representation  of 
mechanical  department  foremen  on  that  line,  it  being  their  conten- 
tion that  they  represent  a majority  of  said  foremen.  They  submitted 
in  evidence  a petition,  circulated  in  April,  1921,  bearing  the  signa- 
tures of  212  foremen  authorizing  that  organization  to  represent  them 
in  agreement  negotiations,  which  list  it  is  claimed  bears  the  names 
of  a majority  of  the  foremen  in  the  mechanical  department. 

It  is  further  shown  that  in  the  latter  part  of  May  and  in  the  first 
part  of  June,  1921,  the  carrier  made  a canvas  of  the  mechanical  fore- 
men, submitting  to  each  of  said  foremen  the  following  questions : 

Do  you  desire  to  be  considered  and  classed  as  an  official  and  given  the  same 

consideration  and  treatment  as  other  officials  on  the division,  dealing 

directly  with  your  immediate  superior  or  the  management,  or  do  you  prefer 
to  be  represented  by  the  system  council  supervisory  of  mechanic  forces? 

It  is  the  statement  of  the  carrier — and  not  denied  by  representa- 
tives of  the  supervisor’s  association — that  of  262  men  employed  at 
that  time,  167  men,  or  64  per  cent,  requested  to  be  considered  as  an 
official  dealing  directly  with  their  immediate  superior  or  the  carrier ; 
that  93  men,  or  35  per  cent  elected  to  have  the  supervisor’s  association 
represent  them ; and  that  2 had  no  preference. 


414 


DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 


It  is  the  position  of  the  carrier — and  not  denied  by  tlie  organiza- 
tion— that  of  the  212  signatures  secured  by  said  organization.  73 
men  voted  affirmatively  on  the  carrier’s  submission;  19  were  main- 
tenance of  way  foremen ; 2 were  not  Rock  Island  employees ; 41  were 
out  of  the  service  or  returned  to  mechanics’  positions;  2 who  signi- 
fied no  choice ; and  1 for  whom  there  was  no  record. 

The  representatives  of  the  organization  take  exception  to  the 
method  followed  by  the  carrier  in  canvassing  the  foremen,  and  to  the 
wording  of  the  question  submitted  to  them  in  which  it  is  asked  if 
they  desire  to  be  considered  and  classed  as  officials.  It  is  the  claim 
of  the  organization  that  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  has 
designated  the  classes  of  the  employees  which  shall  be  considered 
officials  and  that  the  carrier  has  no  right  to  vary  from  the  provisions ; 
that  the  foremen  were  mislead  when  the  question  was  placed  before 
them,  and  that  the  carrier  should,  therefore,  recognize  and  deal  with 
the  duly  authorized  representatives  of  the  International  Association 
of  Railroad  Supervisors  of  Mechanics  in  accordance  with  the  wishes 
of  the  men  expressed  in  the  petition  circulated  and  signed  immediately 
following  the  promulgation  of  Decision  'No.  119  and  prior  to  the 
canvas  of  the  foremen  by  representatives  of  the  carrier.  In  regard 
to  the  representation  of  foremen  in  the  maintenance  of  way  depart- 
ment, the  organization  claims  the  right  to  represent  supervisors  of 
mechanics  regardless  of  the  department  in  which  employed. 

Decision. — -From  the  evidence  submitted  it  is  indicated  that  there 
has  been  a lack  of  cooperation  on  the  part  of  the  interested  ]>arties 
in  ascertaining  the  wishes  of  the  foremen  in  regard  to  representation. 
It  is  also  noted  that  the  petitions  bear  the  names  of  general  foremen 
who  are  in  the  official  class  under  the  rulings  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission. 

The  method  followed  by  both  parties  was  not  in  accordance  with 
the  meaning  and  intent  of  Decision  No.  119,  and  it  is  therefore  the 
decision  of  the  Labor  Board  that  a conference  shall  be  held  as  soon 
as  possible  after  receipt  of  this  decision  at  such  place  as  the  carrier 
may  designate  between  the  duly  authorized  representatives  of  the 
carrier,  the  duly  authorized  representatives  of  the  International 
Association  of  Railroad  Supervisors  of  Mechanics,  the  duly  author- 
ized representatives  of  any  other  organization  representing  mechani- 
cal foremen  whose  by-laws  or  constitution  establishes  the  fact  that 
the  organization  was  established  for  the  purpose  of  performing  the 
functions  of  a labor  organization  as  contemplated  in  Title  III  of 
the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  and  the  duly  authorized  representa- 
tives of  100  or  more  unorganized  employees,  for  the  purpose  of 
arriving  at  a clear  understanding  as  to  the  distribution,  casting, 
counting,  and  tabulating  of  the  ballots  and  announcing  the  results 
thereof. 

Note.— Representatives  of  unorganized  employees  authorized  and 
desiring  to  attend  this  conference  must  have  the  individual  and  per- 
sonal signature  and  authorization  of  not  less  than  100  employees 
directly  interested  in  the  dispute,  such  authorization  shall  likewise 
name  the  place  of  employment  and  their  pay-roll  classification. 
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BALLOTS. 

The  form  of  ballot  shall  be  as  follows : 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  RailwxVY  Co.,  Supervisors  of  Mechanics. 

OFFICIAL  ballot. 

A dispute  exists  between  the  carrier  and  the  system  council  of  the  Inter- 
national Association  of  Railroad  Supervisors  of  INIechanics  as  to  whom  the 
foreman  above  referred  to  desire  to  be  represented  by  in  handling  matters 
relating  to  rules  and  working  conditions  with  the  carrier. 

The  foreman,  irrespective  of  membership  or  nonmembership  in  any  organiza- 
tion, are  therefore  to  be  given  an  opportunity  to  designate  by  a majority  vote 
the  representation  of  their  choice,  as  follows: 

Those  who  desire  to  be  represented  by  system  council,  International 
Association  of  Railroad  Supervisors  of  Mechanics,  mark  an  X in  this 

square  

Those  who  desire  to  be  represented  by  individuals  or  by  any  other 
organization  write  the  name  of  such  individual  or  organization  here 


and  mark  an  X in  this  square 

Those  who  desire  any  other  form  of  representation  mark  an  X in 

this  square - — 

and  indicate  below  the  form  of  representation  desired 


□ 

□ 

□ 


A separate  ballot  shall  be  prepared  covering  bridge  and  building 
department  foremen  and  distributed  to  sucb  foremen  of  mecbanics 
in  that  department  in  tbe  same  manner  as  followed  for  other  fore- 
men. This  ballot  shall  be  considered  separate  and  distinct  from  the 
ballot  covering  foremen,  and  the  result  of  the  tabulation  of  said 
ballots  shall  govern  the  question  of  representation  for  bridge  and 
building  department  foremen. 

In  preparing  ballot  for  the  bridge  and  building  department  fore- 
men the  following  should  appear  in  addition  to  the  information  as 
shown  on  the  illustrative  ballot  above. 

Those  who  desire  to  be  represented  by  the  United  Brotherhood  of 
Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers,  mark  an 
X in  this  square 

In  the  conference  which  the  Labor  Board  has  directed  to  be  held 
between  the  interested  parties  to  this  dispute  preparatory  to  conduct- 
ing the  ballot  the  said  authorized  representatives  shall  make  such  ar- 
rangements as  will  be  necessary  to  preserve  the  absolute  secrecy  of 
the  above  referred  to  ballot. 

EMPLOYEES  ELIGIBLE  TO  VOTE. 

All  employees  directly  interested  in  this  dispute  who  are  included 
in  the  Transportation  Act  as  “ subordinate  officials  ” and  who  are 
included  in  the  act  as  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Labor  Board  are 
eligible  to  vote.  The  act  provides  that  the  term  “ subordinate  offi- 
cials ” includes  officials  of  carriers  of  such  class  or  rank  as  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  shall  designate  by  regulation  duly 
formulated  and  issued,  therefore  this  ballot  is  intended  to  apply  to 
only  such  classes  of  subordinate  officials  as  are  now  or  may  hereafter 
be  defined  and  classified  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  as 
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such  subordinate  officials.  This  shall  include  all  employees  coming 
under  the  provisions  of  this  decision  who  have  been  laid  off  or  fur- 
loughed and  are  entitled  to  return  to  the  service  under  the  seniority 
rules  when  the  force  is  restored  to  what  is  generally  recognized  as 
constituting  a normal  force,  if  accessible,  which  employees  shall  be 
furnished  a ballot  and  be  permitted  to  vote. 

DISTRIBUTION,  VOTING,  AND  COUNTING. 

A general  committee  composed  of  duly  authorized  representatives 
of  the  carrier  and  the  duly  authorized  representatives  of  any  organ- 
ization or  100  or  more  unorganized  enaployees  participating  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  this  decision,  will  be  located  at  designated 
places  for  the  purpose  of  distributing,  receiving,  counting,  and  tabu- 
lating the  results  of  the  ballot. 

A local  committee  composed  of  the  duly  authorized  representatives 
as  above  outlined  will  be  established  at  each  division  point  for  the 
purpose  of  receiving,  distributing,  packing,  and  forwarding  the  bal- 
lots by  express  or  registered  mail  to  the  general  committee.  Local 
committees  will  see  that  each  employee  is  given  every  opportunity  to 
vote  and  that  his  ballot  is  placed  in  an  envelope  and  sealed ; the  local 
committee  shall  also  keep  a record  of  the  ballots  received. 

Only  the  general  committee  is  authorized  to  open  envelopes  and 
count  the  ballots.  Where  the  force  is  limited  and  the  local  committee 
can  not  be  procured,  arrangements  shall  be  made  to  place  ballots  in 
the  hands  of  such  employees  and  they  shall  be  properly  instructed  as 
to  the  manner  of  getting  their  ballot  to  the  general  committee. 

The  ballot  should  be  completed  at  the  earliest  possible  date.  No 
one  but  the  general  committee  is  authorized  to  open,  count,  and  tabu- 
late the  returns  of  the  ballot,  and  all  parties  to  the  dispute  are  en- 
titled to  be  present  when  any  ballots  are  opened  and  counted. 

When  the  ballots  have  been  canvassed  the  result  shall  be  reported 
to  the  Labor  Board,  and  the  representatives  of  the  carrier  and  the 
employees  will  proceed  with  the  negotiation  of  rules  if  the  majority 
vote  in  favor  of  such  procedure. 

If  either  party  to  this  dispute  believes  that  the  spirit  and  intent 
of  this  decision  is  not  being  complied  with,  the  complaint  should  be 
filed  with  the  Labor  Board  with  all  supporting  data. 


DECISION  NO.  420.— DOCKET  772. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Shall  three  employees  at  Little  Ferry,  N.  J.,  now  classi- 
fied and  paid  as  drawbridge  operators  be  reclassified  and  paid  as  lever 
men? 

Statement. — A joint  statement  was  filed  with  the  Labor  Board  set- 
ting forth  the  positions  of  the  respective  parties  to  this  controversy, 
which  was  later  supplemented  by  oral  presentation.  The  evidence  so 
submitted  indicates  that  three  men  are  employed  at  Little  Ferry, 


DECISIONS. 


417 


X.  J.,  who  are  classified  and  paid  as  drawbridge  operators  in  connec- 
tion with  the  operation  of  the  drawbridge  where  the  river  division 
of  the  New  York  Central  Railroad  crosses  Overpeck  Creek. 

The  evidence  further  indicates  that  the  duties  of  the  men  in  ques- 
tion are  solely  in  connection  with  the  operation  of  the  drawbridge; 
that  they  are  not  required  to  handle  orders  or  messages  for  trains,  to 
either  record  or  report  the  arrival,  departure,  or  passing  time  of  trains, 
nor  to  space  trains ; that  they  do  not  report  to,  nor  take  orders  from, 
the  train  dispatcher — in  fact,  there  is  no  direct  means  of  connection 
with  them  by  either  telephone  or  telegraph;  and  that  they  operate 
certain  levers  on  the  bridge  only  when  the  bridge  is  opened  to  permit 
boats  to  pass  through,  which  operation  automatically  sets  certain  sig- 
nals at  both  ends  of  the  bridge. 

Decision. — The  claim  for  reclassification  and  rating  as  lever  men  is 
denied. 


DECISION  NO.  421.— DOCKET  816. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Grand  Trunk  Railway  System  (Western  Lines). 

Question. — Are  employees  who  were  in  the  service  of  the  carrier 
May  1,  1920,  and  who  remained  therein  up  to  and  including  12.01 
a.  m.,  July  20,  1920,  and  employees  who  entered  the  service  subse- 
quent to  May  1,  1920,  and  rem.ained  therein  up  to  and  including  12.01 
a.  m.,  July  20,  1920,  entitled  to  the  increases  established  by  Decision 
No.  2 for  the  time  so  served? 

Decision. — Yes.  See  Interpretation  No.  19  to  Decision  No.  2. 


DECISION  NO.  422.— DOCKET  817. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Detroit  & Toledo  Shore  Line  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Alleged  refusal  of  the  carrier  to  negotiate  rules  and 
working  conditions. 

Statement. — A dispute  was  duly  filed  with  the  Labor  Board  by 
representatives  of  the  employees,  purporting  to  show  that  the  em- 
ployees of  the  above-npned  carrier  had  endeavored  to  secure  a con- 
ference with  the  carrier  for  the  purpose  of  discussing  rules  and 
working  conditions,  but  that  said  carrier  declined  to  enter  into  such 
negotiations. 

At  the  oral  hearing  which  was  conducted  by  the  Labor  Board 
only  representatives  of  the  employees  were  present.  After  a gen- 
eral discussion  of  their  case  they  stated  that  a further  effort  would 
be  made  on  their  part  to  secure  a conference  with  the  carrier  for 
the  purpose  of  settling,  if  possible,  the  dispute  in  question,  but  re- 
quested that  the  Labor  Board  accept  the  evidence  which  was  sub- 
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mitted  and  that,  in  the  event  of  their  failure  to  effect  a settlement 
and  the  case  being  again  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Labor 
Board,  said  e\ddence  be  then  considered. 

Decision. — This  case  is  considered  closed,  but  if  further  submis- 
sion is  made  in  connection  with  the  dispute  the  evidence  which  has 
been  submitted  in  connection  therewith  will,  in  accordance  with 
the  request  of  the  employees,  be  given  due  consideration. 


DECISION  NO.  423.— DOCKET  821. 

Chicu(/o,  III.,  November  19,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Proper  compensation  for  three  employees  temporarily 
assigned  to  perform  certain  telegraph-line  work  occasioned  by  a 
storm. 

/Statement. — The  joint  submission  contained  the  following: 

statement. — A conference  was  held  in  compliance  with  section  301  of  the 
transportation  act,  1920,  in  which  a mutual  agreement  was  not  reached 
System  Federation  No.  114,  affiliated  with  the  Railway  Employees’  Depart- 
ment of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor,  believes  that  the  employees  men- 
tioned herein  should  have  been  compensated  according  to  the  provisions  of 
rule  10  of  the  shopmen’s  national  agreement  instead  of  rule  15. 

Employees^  position. — A.  B.  Burges,  Ross  Fox,  and  C.  W.  McAlpine  were  em- 
ployed by  the  Southern  Pacific  Co.  in  the  telegraph  department  as  linemen  from 
August  6 to  15,  1920,  on  an  emergency  job  caused  by  a storm  east  of  Bowie, 
Ariz.,  and  at  Tucson,  Ariz.,  on  the  Tucson  Division.  These  men  were  employed 
at  Los  Angeles  at  the  rate  of  81  cents  per  hour  and  were  required  to  go  from 
Los  Angeles  to  Bowie  to  repair  telegraph  lines  and  replace  poles  which  had 
been  torn  down  by  a storm.  When  this  job  was  completed  the  men  were 
informed  that  they  would  be  compensated  according  to  the  provisions  of 
rule  15  of  the  shopmen’s  national  agreement. 

Rule  15  of  the  shopmen’s  national  agreement  provides  the  way  in  which  an 
employee  is  regularly  compensated  according  to  the  work  that  he  performs. 

Rule  10  provides  the  way  in  which  compensation  should  be  allowed  to  men 
sent  out  on  emergency  work. 

“ Rule  10.  Employees,  except  as  the  provisions  of  rules  12  amj  15  apply, 
sent  out  on  the  road  for  emergency  service  shall  receive  continuous  time  from 
the  time  called  until  their  return,  as  follows ; 

“ Overtime  rates  for  all  overtime  hours  and  straight  time  for  the  recog- 
nized straight-time  hours  at  home  station,  whether  working,  waiting,  or  travel- 
ing, except  that  after  the  first  24  hours,  if  relieved  from  duty  and  permitted 
to  go  to  bed  for  five  or  more  hours,  they  will  not  be  allowed  time  for  such 
hours,  provided  that  in  no  case  shall  an  employee  be  paid  for  less  than  eight 
hours  on  week  days,  and  eight  hours  at  one  and  one-half  time  for  Sun- 
days and  recognized  holidays  for  each  calendar  day.  Where  meals  and 
lodging  are  not  provided  by  the  railroad,  actual  expenses  will  be  allowed. 
Employees  will  receive  all  allowances  for  expenses  not  later  than  the  time 
when  they  are  paid  for  the  service  rendered.  Employees  will  be  called  as 
nearly  as  possible  one  hour  before  leaving  time,,  and  on  their  return  will 
deliver  tools  at  point  designated.” 

Employees'  contention. — The  employees  contend  that  the  employees  named 
in  this  submission  should  be  compensated  according  to  the  provisions  of 
rule  10  of  the  shopmen’s  national  agreement  instead  of  rule  15. 

Carriefs  position. — Messrs.  Burges,  Fox,  and  McAlpine  were  not  employees 
sent  out  on  the  road  for  emergency  service.  They  were,  instead,  linemen 
hired  at  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  for  .service  at  San  Simon,  Ariz.  In  August  1920, 
a storm  blew"  down  some  telegraph  line;  the  regular  district  lineman  at  Tucson 
repaired  this  line  temporarily  in  the  emergency.  It  then  became  necessary  to 
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repair  permanently  the  line  thus  temporarily  repaired.  There  was  at  the  same 
point  and  at  the  same  time,  then  awaiting  attention,  some  other  general  main- 
tenance work,  which  the  district  lineman  could  not  handle  alone.  Accordingly, 
it  was  necessary  to  employ  additional  men  to  assist  him.  These  additional 
men  we  were  unable  to  obtain  at  Tucson,  which  was  the  nearest  town  of 
importance.  It  was  therefore  necessary  to  seek  these  men  at  Los  Angeles, 
the  next  town  of  importance.  At  Los  Angeles  Messrs.  Burges,  Fox,  and  Mc- 
Alpine  were  employed  for  service  at  San  Simon,  all  the  circumstances  of  their 
employment  being  thoroughly  understood  by  them  and  apparently  being  satis- 
factory to  them. 

Rule  10  covers  employees  sent  out  on  road  for  emergency  service;  these 
men  were  not  employees ; they  were  hired  as  new  men  to  fill  regular  temporary 
jobs  and  perform  regular  duties  as  regular  road  linemen.  They  were  hired 
at  Los  Angeles  instead  of  at  the  scene  of  the  work — which  was  unsettled  ter- 
ritory— merely  because  they  happened  to  be  in  Los  Angeles  when  employed. 

The  carrier  feels  that  these  gentlemen  have  been  adequately  and  honestly 
compensated  according  to  the  understanding  with  them  at  the  time  of  their 
employment,  as  follows: 

1.  Rate  of  pay,  81  cents  an  hour. 

2.  Day’s  pay  for  traveling  between  point  of  employment  and  scene  of  work. 

3.  Free  transportation  and  Pullman  space  Los  Angeles  to  scene  of  work  and 
from  scene  of  work  back  to  Los  Angeles. 

4.  Actual  living  expenses  while  at  scene  of  work,  amounting  to  $31.96, 
$32.94,  and  $30.81. 

Decision. — The  service  in  question  should  have  been  compensated 
for  in  accordance  with  rule  10  above  quoted ; therefore,  the  employees 
in  question  should  be  reimbursed  to  the  extent  of  the  difference  be- 
tween the  amount  that  they  would  have  earned  under  the  provisions 
of  rule  10  as  compared  with  their  actual  compensation  under 
rule  15. 


DECISION  NO.  424.— DOCKET  822. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemher  19,  1921. 

Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
New  York  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Shall  John  Lanon,  formerly  employed  as  machinist  at 
Englewood  roundhouse,  be  reinstated  and  paid  for  time  lost? 

Statement. — ^AVritten  submissions  were  filed  with  the  Labor  Board 
by  the  respective  parties  to  this  dispute  and  were  supplemented  by 
oral  presentation.  The  evidence  so  submitted  indicates  that  John 
Lanon  was  employed  as  a machinist  at  Englewood  roundhouse  from 
May,  1920,  to  December  13,  1920,  when  he  was  dismissed  from  the 
service  for  alleged  insubordination. 

Decision, — The  claim  for  reinstatement  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  425.— DOCKET  880. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemher  19,  1921. 

American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Rail- 
way Co. 

Question. — A dispute  has  been  duly  filed  with  the  Railroad  Labor 
Board  indicating  that  there  is  a difference  of  opinion  between  cer- 
tain employees  of  the  mechanical  crafts  affiliated  with  the  Ameri- 
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can  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  and  the  management  of  the 
Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Railway  Co.  as  to  the  right  of  that  organi- 
zation to  represent  employees  of  each  of  said  mechanical  crafts, 
namely,  machinists,  boilermakers,  blacksmiths,  sheet-metal  workers, 
electrical  workers,  and  carmen. 

Statement. — Written  evidence  was  filed  with  the  Labor  Board  by 
the  respective  parties  to  this  controversy,  which  was  later  supple- 
mented by  oral  presentation.  The  evidence  so  submitted  indicates 
that  pursuant  to  the  issuance  of  Decision  No.  119  by  the  Labor  Board, 
H.  E.  Speaks,  general  manager  of  the  above-named  carrier,  issued 
on  May  18,  1921,  a notice  to  all  employees  concerned  in  the  locomo- 
tive, car,  and  stores  department  (except  clerical  forces),  stating  that 
an  election  would  be  held  on  May  24,  1921,  for  the  purpose  of  elect- 
ing representatives  authorized  to  confer  and  decide  upon  rules  and 
working  conditions  with  the  carrier.  The  said  notice  provided  that 
all  furloughed  employees  would  be  entitled  to  vote  and  that  the 
foremen  at  each  of  the  various  polling  places  would  identify  the  em- 
ployees as  they  cast  their  votes.  This  notice  also  contained  other 
instructions  as  to  balloting  and  stated  that  the  employees  might 
have  a representative  present  at  each  of  the  balloting  points  listed 
therein. 

The  evidence  does  not  indicate  that  the  representatives  of  the  em- 
ployees were  called  into  conference  prior  to  the  date  set  for  this 
election,  nor  were  the  representatives  of  the  employees  given  a voice 
as  to  the  method  to  be  followed  in  conducting  said  election.  The 
ballot  prepared  by  the  carrier  specified  the  following  organizations, 
the  names  of  whch  are  quoted  therefrom : 

The  International  Association  of  Machinists. 

The  International  Brotherhood  of  Boilermakers,  Iron  Ship  Builders  and 
Helpers  of  Ajnerica. 

The  International  Brotherhood  of  Blacksmiths  and  Helpers. 

The  Amalgamated  Sheet  Metal  Workers’  International  Alliance. 

The  Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers. 

The  Brotherhood  of  Railway  Carmen  of  America. 

The  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers. 

, A committee  of  any  craft  not  affiliated  with  any  labor  organization. 

In  accordance  with  the  general  manager’s  notice  of  May  18,  a 
ballot  was  taken,  which  resulted  in  considerably  less  than  50  per  cent 
of  the  employees  entitled  to  vote  participating  in  said  election.  Of 
the  votes  actually  cast,  it  is  shown  that  the  American  Federation  of 
Railroad  Workers  received  a majority  in  all  crafts.  From  the  tabu- 
lation of  the  ballots  it  is  shown  that  only  in  the  carmen’s  and  black- 
smiths’ crafts  was-  there  an  expression  of  the  majority  of  those 
entitled  to  vote.  Accordingly,  the  carrier  entered  into  negotiations 
with  the  representatives  designated  by  the  carmen  and  blacksmiths 
affiliated  with  the  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers. 

The  carrier  construes  Principle  No.  15  of  Decision  119  to  mean 
that  an  organization  must  receive  votes  equivalent  to  more  than 
50  per  cent  of  the  men  employed  in  the  respective  crafts,  and  that 
upon  determining  the  result  of  the  above-referred-to  ballot  they  felt 
that  they  could  only  enter  into  negotiations  affecting  blacksmiths 
and  carmen. 

It  is  shown  in  the  evidence  that  shortly  after  conducting  the 
above-referred-to  ballot  the  representatives  of  the  machinists,  boiler- 
makers, sheet-metal  workers,  and  electrical  workers,  affiliated  with 
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the  Railway  Employees’  Department  of  the  American  Federation 
of  Labor,  submitted  petitions  to  the  carrier,  to  which  were  affixed 
signatures  of  the  majority  of  the  employees  of  said  crafts.  The  car- 
rier thereupon  considered  that  these  petitions  represented  the  wishes 
of  the  majority  of  the  men  in  these  crafts,  and  accordingly  entered 
into  negotiations  relative  to  rules  and  working  conditions,  the  rules 
on  which  an  agreement  could  not  be  reached  having  been  submitted 
to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision. 

A submission  has  also  been  filed  with  the  Labor  Board  indicating 
the  rules  proposed  by  the  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Work- 
ers, the  rules  proposed  by  the  carrier,  and  the  rules  agreed  upon — the 
American  Federation  of  Railroad  AYorkers  taking  the  position  that 
they  are  entitled  to  represent  all  crafts,  while  the  rules  as  submitted 
by  the  carrier  apply  only  to  blacksmiths  and  carmen. 

Decision. — Based  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  the  Railroad  Labor 
Board  decides  that  the  vote  taken  on  May  24,  1921,  be  considered 
null  and  void;  also  that  the  petitions  submitted  by  representatives  of 
the  Railway  Employees’  Department  of  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor  be  likewise  considered  null  and  void ; and  that  a conference  be 
arranged  between  the  carrier  and  the  interested  organizations  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  a further  ballot  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
cedure outlined  in  Decision  No.  218  issued  by  the  Labor  Board  as 
applying  to  the  management  of  the  Pennsylvania  System  and  the 
employees  thereon. 

A conference  should  be  arranged  and  the  balloting  conducted  as 
soon  as  possible  after  receipt  of  this  decision. 


DECISION  NO.  426.— DOCKETS  922,  947,  948,  949,  956. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemher  30,  1921. 

Boston  & Maine  Railroad;  Maine  Central  Railroad  Co.;  New  York,  New 
Haven  & Hartford  Railroad  Co.;  Central  New  England  Railway  Co.;  Port- 
land Terminal  Co.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees;  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad 
Station  Employees. 

Question. — Request  of  carriers  for  elimination  of  inequalities  in 
rates  of  pay  of  certain  clerical  and  station  employees  paid  on  a daily 
basis. 

Statement. — Prior  to  January  1,  1920,  the  effective  date  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees,  it  was 
the  practice,  generally,  of  the  carriers  in  question  to  pay  employees 
in  clerical  and  station  service  on  a daily  basis.  Some  employees 
were  assigned  to  duty  six  days  a week  and  some  seven  days  a week, 
and  the  employees  working  six  and  seven  days  per  week  both  re- 
ceived the  same  daily  rate  of  pay. 

Rules  66  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement,  effective  January  1, 
1920,  reads  as  follows : 

Except  as  provided  in  rule  49  of  Article  VI,  employees  heretofore  paid  on  a 
monthly  or  weekly  basis  shall  be  paid  on  the  daily  basis.  To  determine  the 
daily  rate  for  monthly-rated  employees,  multiply  the  monthly  rate  by  twelve 
(12)  and  divide  by  three  hundred  and  six  (306).  To  determine  the  daily  rate 
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for  weekly-rated  employees,  multiply  the  weekly  i-ale  by  fifty-two  (521  and 
divide  by  three  hundred  and  six  (BOG).  To  determine  the  pro  rata  hourly 
rate,  divide  the  daily  rate  determined  as  above  by  eiaht  (8).  Nothing  herein 
shall  be  construed  to  permit  the  rerluction  of  days  for  the  employet-s  covered  hy 
this  rule  (66)  below  six  (6)  per  week,  excepting*’  that  this  number  may  be 
reduced  in  a week  in  which  holidays  occur  by  the  number  of  such  holidays. 

This  rule  provides  that  employees,  except  tliose  covered  by  rule  49, . 
heretofore  paid  on  a monthly  or  weekly  basis  shall  be  paid  a daily 
rate,  and  prescribes  the  method  for  converting  monthly  and  Aveekly 
rates  into  daily  rates.  Shortly  after  the  issuance  of  the  clerks’  na- 
tional agreement,  a dispute  arose  between  the  representatives  of  the 
employees  and  the  carriers  involved  in  this  dispute  with  reference 
to  the  applicability  of  rule  66  to  the  classes  of  employees  covered 
by  the  clerks’  national  agreement  paid  on  a daily  or  hourly  basis. 

Being  unable  to  reach  an  agreement,  the  question  was  submitted 
jointly  by  the  employees  and  the  carriers  to  the  United  States  Kail- 
road  Administration  for  decision.  Under  decision  of  Kailway 
Board  of  Adjustment  No.  3,  subsequently  issued,  the  carriers  in- 
volved in  this  dispute  were  required  to  apply  rule  66  to  employees 
paid  on  a dailj^  or  hourly  basis.  This  resulted  in  clerical  and  sta- 
tion employees  working  seven  days  a week,  who  formerly  received 
the  same  daily  compensation  as  employees  working  six  days  a week, 
thereafter  receiving  a higher  daily  rate  of  pay. 

The  carrier  claims  that  rule  66  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement 
refers  solely  to  the  method  of  computing  the  daily  rate  of  employees 
paid  on  a monthly  or  weekly  basis,  and  makes  no  reference  to  em- 
ployees paid  on  a daily  or  hourly  basis;  and  contends  that  the  ap- 
plication of  this  rule  to  employees  paid  on  a daily  or  hourly  basis 
has  resulted  in  unjustifiable  inequalities  in  the  daily  rates  of  pay 
of  positions  which  had  previously  paid  the  same  rate  per  day,  and 
has  caused  dissatisfaction  among  employees  in  clerical  and  station 
service  working  six  days  a week  who  were  not  increased,  and  has  also 
caused  a large  unwarranted  expense. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  intent  of  rule  66  of  the  clerks’ 
national  agreement  was  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  all  employees 
in  clerical  and  station  service  on  a daily  basis.  Where  employees 
had  previously  been  paid  on  a monthly  or  weekly  basis  it  provided 
that  the  rate  per  month  or  week  should  be  multiplied  by  12  or  52, 
r^pectively,  and  divided  by  306.  It  is  claimed  that  while  the  rule 
did  not  specifically  refer  to  emploj^ees  paid  on  a daily  basis  it  is  evi- 
dent that  to  not  follow  the  same  formula  with  respect  to  daily-rated 
employees  working  seven  days  a week  would  result  in  an  inequality 
in  so  far  as  such  daily-rated  employees  were  concerned. 

Opinion. — It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Labor  Board  that  rule  66  of  the 
clerks’  national  agreement,  herein  quoted,  prescribes  the  manner  of 
determining  the  daily  rate  for  employees  paid  on  a monthly  or 
weekly  basis.  It  makes  no  reference  to  employees  paid  on  a daily 
basis,  and  the  application  of  the  formula  prescribed  therein  for  con- 
verting monthly  and  weekly  rates  to  a daily  basis  to  employees  who 
were  already  paid  on  a daily  basis  had  the  effect  of  establishing  in- 
equalities in  the  rates  of  pay  of  employees  performing  the  same  work 
in  the  same  office  who  had  previously  received  the  same  rate  of  pay 
per  day  regardless  of  whether  they  worked  six  or  seven  days  a week. 
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the  Labor  Board  extended  the  effective  period  of  the  clerks’ 
national  agreement,  it  adopted  for  a temporary  purpose  rule  66 
and  in  a sense  made  it  a rule  of  this  Board.  The  Labor  Board, 
therefore,  has  a right  to  construe  this  rule  and  interpret  its  meaning, 
and  is  not  bound  by  the  construction  placed  on  the  rule  by  any  other 
authority  existing  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act, 
1920. 

Decision, — The  Labor  Board,  therefore,  decided  that  effective  De- 
cember 16,  1921,  the  differential  now  existing  between  the  daily  rate 
of  pay  of  employees  working  on  a six-  and  seven-day-per-week  basis, 
caused  by  the  application  of  rule  66  of  the  clerks’  national  agree- 
ment to  daily-  and  hourly-mted  employees,  shall  be  abolished  by  re- 
ducing the  daily  rate  of  the  seven-day-per-week  employees  to  the 
daily  rates  paid  six-day-per-week  employees. 


DECISION  NO.  427.— DOCKET  25. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decem'ber  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  request  for  con- 
tinuation of  the  national  agreement  in  accordance  with  ruling  of  the 
Labor  Board  extending  Decision  No.  2 to  cover  the  Pullman  Co. 

Decision. — This  case  together  with  several  other  cases  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands 
that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  nego- 
tiated and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that 
further  negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of 
this  and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  428.— DOCKET  25.1. 

Chicago,  111.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  application 
of  Decision  No.  2 to  seamstresses  in  upholstery  department. 

Decision. — This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands  that 
subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated 
and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  further 
negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this  and 
other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 
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DECISION  NO.  429.— DOCKET  25.2. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  alleged  violation 
of  rules  39  and  49  of  the  national  agreement. 

Decision. — This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands  that 
subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated 
and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  further 
negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this  and 
other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  430.— DOCKET  25.3. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  dismissal 
of  Warren  O’Neal,  car  cleaner  at  Atlanta,  Ga.,  in  alleged  violation  of 
rule  37  of  the  national  agreement. 

Decision.— This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands  that 
subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated 
and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  further 
negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this  and 
other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  431.— DOCKET  25.4. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A,  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question.— Th^  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  protest  against 
the  Pullman  Co.’s  plan  of  employee  representation. 

Decision.— This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands 
that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  nego- 
tiated and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and 
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that  further  negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  dis- 
posing of  this  and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  432.— DOCKET  25.5. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  alleged  viola- 
tion of  the  national  agreement  in  closing  the  Buffalo  shops,  Buf- 
falo, N.  Y.,  November  2,  1920,  and  refusal  to  recognize  committee. 

Decision. — This  case,  together  Avith  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands 
that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  nego- 
tiated and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that 
further  negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of 
this  and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submis- 
sion in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  433.— DOCKET  25.6. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees^  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  dismissal 
of  seven  women  car  cleaners. 

Decision. — This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands 
that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  nego- 
tiated and  consummated  between  the  aboA^e-named  parties,  and  that 
further  negotiations  Avill  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of 
this  and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  tb’s  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submis- 
sion in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  434.— DOCKET  25,7. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L,  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  alleged  viola- 
tion of  rule  37  of  the  national  agreement  in  dismissing  Blanche 
Moore,  car  cleaner,  Oakland,  Calif. 
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Decision. — This  case  together  with  several  other  cases  was  referred 
to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands  that  sub- 
sequent to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated  and 
consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  further  ne- 
gotiations will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this  and 
other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  435.— DOCKET  25.9. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co, 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  alleged  violation 
of  rules  32  and  33  of  the  national  agreement. 

Decision. — This  case  together  with  several  other  cases  was  referred 
to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands  that  sub- 
sequent to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated  and 
consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  further  ne- 
gotiations will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this  and 
other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  435.— DOCKET  25.10. 

Chicago,  lU.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Queistion. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  dismissal  of 
F.  J.  Obermark,  general  chairman  of  the  sheet-metal  workers. 

Decision. — This  case  together  with  several  other  cases  was  referred 
to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands  that  sub- 
sequent to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated  and 
consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  further  ne- 
gotiations will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this  and 
other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 
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DECISION  NO.  437.— DOCKET  25.11. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  19H. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  alleged  viola- 
tion of  rules  1,  27,  and  36  bv  closing  repair  shops  at  noon,  Novem- 
ber 2,  1920. 

Decision. — This  case  together  with  several  other  cases  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands 
that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  nego- 
tiated and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that 
further  negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of 
this  and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  438.— DOCKET  25.12. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  alleged  viola- 
tion of  the  national  agreement  in  the  dismissal  of  Mrs.  L.  C.  John- 
son, Los  Angeles,  Calif. 

Decision. — This  case  together  with  several  other  cases  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands 
that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  nego- 
tiated and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that 
further  negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of 
this  and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  439.— DOCKET  141. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  increase  in 
basic  day  to  9 hours,  making  a total  of  50  hours  per  week. 

Decision. — This  case  together  with  several  other  cases  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands 
that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  nego- 
tiated and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that 
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further  negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of 
this  and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  440.— DOCKET  441. 

Chicayo,  JIL,  Decemher  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  correct 
computation  of  overtime  worked  by  certain  employees  in  the  truck 
department  at  Calumet  shops,  Chicago,  111. 

Decision. — This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands 
that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negoti- 
ated and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that 
further  negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of 
this  and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  441.— DOCKET  442. 

Chicago,  111.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  alleged 
dismissal  of  C.  L.  Collins,  Denver,  Colo. 

Decision. — This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands 
that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negoti- 
ated and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that 
further  negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of 
this  and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  442.— DOCKET  446. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  reinstate- 
ment of  A.  Skibo,  Santa  Fe  yards,  Chicago,  111. 
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Decision. — This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands 
that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negoti- 
ated and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that 
further  negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of 
this  and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  443.— DOCKET  447. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  dismissal  of 
Adamx  James,  Sadie  AVarner,  and  Mamie  Morton,  Mott  Haven  yards, 
Bronx,  N.  Y. 

Decision. — This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands  that 
subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated  and 
consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  further 
negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this  and 
other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  444.— DOCKET  448. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question.^-^The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  alleged  dis- 
charge of  W.  Irwin,  Denver,  Colo. 

Decision. — This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  referred 
to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  board  understands  that  sub- 
sequent to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated  and 
consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  further 
negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this  and 
other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 
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DECISION  NO.  445.— DOCKET  451. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  dismissal  of 
Lillian  Imhoff,  car  cleaner,  LouisvillCy  Ky. 

Decision. — This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  referred 
to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  board  understands  that  sub- 
sequent to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated  and 
consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  further 
negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this  and 
other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  446.— DOCKET  452. 
Chicago,  lU.,  December  1,  1921. 


Railway  Employees’  Department,  A,  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  discharge  of 
Mary  York,  Eva  Enijak,  Lillian  Jackson,  Bronia  Chilbenski,  and 
Bertha  Harvey  at  Detroit,  Mich. 

Decision. — This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands  that 
subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated 
and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  fur- 
ther negotiations  will  be  conducted,  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this 
and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  447.— DOCKET  45S. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F,  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co, 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  correct  over- 
time rate  in  accordance  with  rule  T of  the  national  agreement  affect- 
ing overtime  worked  by  certain  employees  in  the  trimming  depart- 
ment in  the  Calumet  shops,  Chicago,  111. 

Decision. — This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands  that 
subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated 
and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  fur- 
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ther  negotiations  will  be  conducted,  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this 
and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  448.— DOCKET  455. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  dismissal  of 
George  Mullin,  blacksmith  helper,  Wilmington  shops,  Wilmington, 
Del. 

Decision. — This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands  that 
subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated 
and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  fur- 
ther negotiations  will  be  conducted,  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this 
and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  449.— DOCKET  592. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co, 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  discharge  of 
A.  T.  McDonald,  electrical  worker,  Louisville,  Ky. 

Decision. — This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision:  The  Board  understands 

that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  nego- 
tiated and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that 
further  negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of 
this  and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed,  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  450— DOCKET  593. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  dismissal  of 
Etta  Khodes,  Lydia  Swan,  Julia  Strobris,  and  Emily  James,  Grand 
Rapids,  Mich. 
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Deci^on. — This  case,  together  Avith  seA^eral  other  cases,  Avas  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands 
that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  nego- 
tiated and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that 
further  negotiations  will  be  conducted  AAuth  a vieAV  to  disposing  of 
this  and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed,  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  thereAvith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  451.— DOCKET  615. 

Chicago,  III.,  Deccmler  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  discharge 
of  Adolph  Elgan,  Mary  Griffin,  Annie  Cicko,  Lillian  Baxter,  Anna 
Hora,  Pearl  Kessler,  and  Dollie  Wittstruck  in  alleged  violation  of 
rules  27  and  37  of  the  national  agreement. 

Decision. — This  case,  together  with  several  other  cases,  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands 
that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  nego- 
tiated and  consummatecl  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that 
further  negotiations  Avill  be  conducted  Avith  a vieAv  to  disposing  of 
this  and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed,  Avithout 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  452.— DOCKET  616. 

Chicago,  III.,  Deccmhcr  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  dismissal  of 
W.  T.  Bennett,  machinist  in  the  Buffalo  shops,  Buffalo,  N.  Y. 

Decision. — This  case  together  Avith  several  other  cases  was  referred 
to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands  that  sub- 
sequent to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated  and 
consummated  betvv^een  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  further 
negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this  and 
other  disputes. 

In  Anew  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 
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DECISION  NO.  453.— DOCKET  617. 

Chicago,  lU.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  violation  of 
rule  37  of  the  national  agreement. 

Decision. — This  case  together  with  several  other  cases  was  referred 
to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands  that  sub- 
sequent to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated  and 
consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  further 
negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this  and 
other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  454.— DOCKET  618. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — ^The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  dismissal  of 
A.  M.  Herbert  and  F.  8eegar,  vacuum  operators,  New  Orleans,  La. 

Decision. — This  case  together  with  several  other  cases  was  referred 
to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands  that  sub- 
sequent to  filing  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated  and 
consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that  further 
negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of  this  and 
other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  455.— DOCKET  619. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co. 

Question. — The  question  submitted  is  in  regard  to  the  dismissal 
of  Emma  Gregory,  Christopher  Roulston,  Clara  Daniels,  Elizabeth 
Ward,  and  Margaret  Martin,  car  cleaners.  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Decision. — This  case  together  with  several  other  cases  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  The  Board  understands 
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that  subsequent  to  filmg  this  dispute  an  agreement  has  been  nego- 
tiated and  consummated  between  the  above-named  parties,  and  that 
further  negotiations  will  be  conducted  with  a view  to  disposing  of 
this  and  other  disputes. 

In  view  of  this  fact,  this  case  will  be  considered  closed  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  either  party  in  making  further  submission 
in  connection  therewith,  if  it  so  desires. 


DECISION  NO.  4.56.— DOCKET  846. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Arizona  Eastern  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Are  employees  represented  by  the  United  Brotherhood 
of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers  en~ 
titled  to  working  agreement  and  rules  governing  working  conditions 
as  provided  for  in  Decision  No.  119? 

Statement. — This  case  was  submitted  to  the  Labor  Board  in  ex 
parte  form  by  representatives  of  the  employees  on  July  12,  1921. 
Under  date  of  November  23,  1921,  the  chief  executive  of  the  above- 
named  organization  made  a request  that  this  case  be  withdrawn. 

Decision. — In  vkw  of  the  above- referred-to  request  for  withdrawal, 
this  case  is  considered  closed. 


DECISION  NO,  457.— DOCKET  355. 

Chieorgo,  IslL,  DecemJber  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  the  Misses  M.  Lannon,  M. 
Bury,  and  M,  Murphy. 

Decision. —The  employees  having  requested  the  withdrawal  of  this 
dispute  and  the  carrier  having  concurred  in  its  withdrawal,  the  case 
is  removed  from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  458.— DOCKET  520. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Dispute  in  connection  with  bulletined  position  not 
awarded  to  employees  holding  seniority. 

StateinenL — On  September  19,  1929,  the  position  of  bridge  and 
building  clerk  was  bullet inecL  H,  L.  Loretz,  whose  seniority  dates 
from  June  26,  1913,  bid  for  the  position,  but  it  was  assigned  to  E.  J. 
Turre,  whose  seniority  dates  from  March  1, 1919. 
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The  employees  contend  that  Mr.  Loretz  had  sufficient  fitness  and 
ability  to  competently  perform  the  clerical  duties  of  the  position  for 
which  he  applied  and  should  have  been  given  an  opportunity  to 
qualify  thereon. 

The  carrier  concedes  that  he  may  have  been  competent  to  perform 
the  clerical  duties  of  the  position,  but  contends  that  the  clerical 
work  comprised  a comparatively  small  part  of  the  duties  of  the 
position,  and  that  Mr.  Loretz  was  not  qualified  by  experience  or 
training  to  perform  the  duties  requiring  other  than  clerical  ability. 

Kule  6 of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees reads  as  follows : 

Employees  covered  by  these  rules  shall  be  in  line  for  promotion.  Promotion 
shall  be  based  on  seniority,  fitness,  and  ability;  fitness  and  ability  being  suf- 
ficient, seniority  shall  prevail,  except,  however,  that  this  provision  shall  not 
apply  to  the  excepted  positions  covered  in  exception  (&),  rule  1,  Article  I,  of  this 
agreement. 

Note, — ^The  word  “ sufficient  ” is  intended  to  more  clearly  establish  the  -right 
of  the  senior  employee  to  bid  in  a “ new  position  ” or  “ vacancy  ” where  two  or 
more  employees  have  adequate  “ fitness  and  ability.” 

The  intent  of  this  rule  is  to  establish  seniority  as  the  first  con- 
sideration in  selecting  the  successful  applicant  for  a bulletined  posi- 
tion, but  there  must  be  coupled  with  seniority  fitness  and  ability  to 
qualify  on  the  position  in  the  30  days’  trial  provided  for  in  rule  10. 

Decision. — Basing  this  decision  on  the  evidence  before  it,  including 
the  proceedings  of  hearing,  the  Labor  Board  sustains  the  action  of  the 
carrier. 


DECISION  NO.  459.— DOCKET  523. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Dispute  regarding  payment  for  certain  clerical  em- 
ployees in  accounting  department  on  a monthly  basis  instead  of  a 
daily  basis,  as  provided  in  rule  66  of  the  national  agreement  of  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees. 

Decision. — It  appears  that  this  dispute  covers  a difference  of 
opinion  between  the  employees  and  the  carrier  with  reference  to 
application  of  rule  66  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  to  clerical 
employees  in  the  accounting  department,  and  that  no  claims  for 
pa3^ment  in  accordance  with  the  employees’  understanding  of  the 
rule  are  pending  for  adjustment. 

As  the  rule  which  is  the  subject  of  this  particular  dispute  has 
been  given  consideration  in  conferences  conducted  between  repre- 
sentatives of  the  employees  and  the  carrier  in  accordance  wuth  De- 
cision No.  119,  the  Labor  Board  does  not  consider  it  desirable  to  pass 
upon  this  dispute  at  this  time. 

The  case  is  therefore  removed  from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 
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DECISION  NO.  460.— DOCKET  636. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  I,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad  Co. 

Question.— Shsill  Helen  Hays,  clerk  in  the  freight  station  at  Hat- 
tiesburg, Miss.,  be  permitted  to  exercise  seniority  rights  in  the  office 
of  superintendent  of  transportation? 

Statement. — On  December  1920,  position  held  by  >Miss  Hays 
at  freight  station,  Hattiesburg,  Miss.,  was  abolished.  Miss  Hays 
sought  to  exercise  her  seniority  rights  in  the  office  of  the  superin- 
tendent of  transportation,  but  yvus  denied  this  privilege  on  the 
ground  that  she  did  not  hold  seniority  in  that  department. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  office  of  superintendent  of  trans- 
portation and  the  local  freight  office  at  Hattiesburg,  Miss.,  are  in  the 
same  seniority  district,  and  that  Miss  Hays  should  be  permitted  to 
exercise  her  seniority  as  requested. 

The  carrier  contends  that  the  two  offices  named  are  not  in  the  same 
seniority  district,  and  that  Miss  Hays  is  not  entitled  to  exercise  her 
seniority  rights  in  the  office  of  the  superintendent  of  transportation. 

Rule  7 of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees reads  as  follows : 

Seniority  districts  of  defined  limits  shall  be  established  by  mutual  agree- 
ment between  the  management  and  duly  accredited  representatives  of  the  em- 
ployees, and,  pending  the  establishment  of  such  districts,  the  districts  as  now 
established  by  agreement,  or  those  established  by  Supplement  No.  7 to  General 
Order  No.  27  and  interpretations  thereto,  shall  remain  in  effect. 

The  employees  claim  that  under  an  oral  agreement  between  the 
representatives  of  the  employees  and  a former  official  of  the  carrier, 
two  seniority  districts  were  established — one  embracing  all  the  em- 
ployees in  the  general  office  and  the  other  all  employees  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  superintendent  of  transportation  and  the  division 
superintendent.  The  carrier  denies  the  existence  of  any  such  agree- 
ment. 

In  lieu  of  the  establishment  of  seniority  districts  as  provided  for  in 
rule  7 of  the  clerks’  national  agreement,  above  quoted,  seniority  dis- 
tricts established  by  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27 
shall  remain  in  effect.  This  supplement  contains  the  following 
provision : 

Article  XII  (h).  Seniority  will  be  restricted  to  each  classified  department  of 
the  general  and  other  offices  and  of  each  superintendent’s  or  master  mechanic’s 
division. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  office  of  the  super- 
intendent of  transportation  and  the  local  freight  office  at  Hatties- 
burg, Miss.,  are  not  within  the  same  seniority  district  as  contem- 
plated by  section  (Z>),  Article  XII  of  Supplement  No.  7 to  General 
Order  No.  27,  above  quoted. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  461.— DOCKET  646. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  J,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  certain  clerical  employees  in  the  general 
offices  of  the  carrier  for  additional  compensation  for  service  per- 
formed on  Saturday  afternoons. 

Stateimnt. — The  employees  involved  in  this  dispute  were  required 
to  work  for  a period  of  three  hours  on  various  Saturday  afternoons, 
for  which  no  additional  compensation  was  allowed. 

The  employees  claim  that  under  rule  57  of  the  national  agreement 
of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  the  employees  in  question 
are  entitled  to  additional  compensation  for  service  performed  in 
excess  of  regular  bulletined  hours  up  to  and  including  the  forty- 
eighth  hour  of  service,  and  thereafter  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one- 
half. 

The  carrier  contends  that  rule  67  does  not  contemplate  the  pay- 
ment of  additional  compensation  for  emergency  work  performed  by 
clerical  employees  on  ‘Saturday  afternoons. 

Rule  57  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees reads,  in  part,  as  follows : 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules,  time  in  excess  of  eight  hours, 
exclusive  of  meal  loeriod,  on  any  day,  will  be  considered  overtime  and  paid  on 
the  actual  minute  basis. 

For  hourly-rated  employees,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules, 
overtime  will  be  computed  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  time. 

For  daily-rated  employees,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules,  when 
the  full  number  of  hours  per  week  (produced  by  multiplying  by  eight  the  days 
of  the  weekly  assignment)  are  worked,  overtime  will  be  computed  at  the  rate 
of  time  and  one-half  time.  Where  the  total  hours  worked  in  regular  assign- 
ment do  not  equal  the  number  of  hours  so  produced,  overtime  will  be  computed 
pro  rata  until  the  weekly  period  is  fulfilled ; thereafter  overtime  wfill  be  com- 
puted at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  time. 

It  is  understood  that  where  in  a given  office  it  has  been  the  practice  to  let 
employees  otf  for  a part  of  the  8-hour  day  on  certain  days  of  the  week,  such 
ju’actice  shall  not  be  rescinded  and  shall  not  be  departed  from  except  in  cases  of 
emergency. 

Decision. — In  the  opinion  of  the  Labor  Board  the  last  paragraph 
of  rule  57,  above  quoted,  does  not  contemplate  that  employees  who 
are  required  to  work  on  Saturday  afternoon  shall  be  paid  overtime 
therefor.  This  language  in  the  rule  is  to  provide  for  the  continua- 
tion of  the  practice  of  allowing  employees  to  be  off  a part  of  the  day 
on  certain  days  of  the  week  where  such  practice  is  in  effect,  but  when 
required  to  work  in  case  of  emergency  on  such  days  it  does  not  pro- 
vide for  additional  compensation  therefor. 

Claim  of  employees  is  therefore  denied. 
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DECISION  NO,  462.— DOCKET  653. 

Chicago,  III..  December  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  J.  W.  Britt,  crew  caller  in  the  yardmaster's 
office,  T^der,  Tex.,  for  the  right  to  exercise  his  seniority  to  displace 
crew  caller  in  the  motive-power  department  at  the  same  point. 

Statement. — Effective  April  11,  1921,  the  positions  of  crew  callers 
in  the  yardmaster’s  office  at  Tyler,  Tex.,  were  abolished,  and  the  work 
of  calling  train  crews  was  assigned  to  the  engine-crew  callers,  who 
were  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  motive-power  department. 

The  employees  contend  that  this  action  of  the  carrier  constituted 
a consolidation  of  departments  as  referred  to  in  rule  26  of  the  na- 
tional agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Eailway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees,  and  that 
Mr.  Britt  should  be  permitted  to  exercise  his  seniority  rights  over 
junior  employees  in  accordance  with  said  rule. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  work  attached  to  the  positions  of  callers 
in  the  yardmaster’s  office  decreased  sufficiently  to  permit  abolishing 
the  positions  and  assigning  the  work  to  the  engine-crew  callers  in 
the  motive-power  department.  It  is  claimed  that  this  action  consti- 
tuted a reduction  of  force,  and  that  the  provisions  of  rules  21  and  27 
of  the  clerks  national  agreement  apply  and  were  strictly  adhered  to 
in  making  the  change. 

It  appears  that  the  yardmaster’s  office  at  Tyler,  Tex.,  by  agreement 
with  the  duly  accredited  representatives  of  the  clerks,  was  a sepa- 
rately classified  seniority  district.  There  were  employed  in  this  office 
in  addition  to  other  clerical  employees  three  train-crew  callers,  each 
working  8 hours  in  a 24-hour  period.  The  office  of  the  superin- 
tendent of  motive  power  was  also  a separately  classified  district,  and 
there  were  attached  to  that  office  three  engine-crew  callers,  each 
working  8 hours  in  a 24-hour  period.  The  business  decreased  suffi- 
ciently to  permit  abolishing  the  positions  of  train-crew  callers  in  the 
yardmaster’s  office  and  assigning  the  work  to  the  engine-crew  callers 
in  the  motive-power  department. 

Eule  26  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  reads  as  follows : 

When,  for  any  reason,  two  or  more  offices  or  departments  are  consolidated, 
employees  affected  shall  have  prior  rights  to  corresponding  positions  in  the  con- 
solidated office  or  department.  After  such  rights  have  been  exercised  these 
rules  will  govern. 

In  this  case  there  was  no  consolidation  of  departments  or  offices, 
but  a consolidation  of  the  work  of  three  employees  in  one  department 
with  the  work  performed  by  three  employees  in  another  department. 
Eules  21  and  27  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  cover  reductions  in 
force  and  abolition  of  positions,  and  it  is  not  claimed  that  the  provi- 
sions of  these  rules  were  violated.  Eules  21  and  27  of  the  clerks’ 
national  agreement  read  as  folio avs  : 

Rule  21.  When  reducing  forces  seniority  rights  shall  govern.  When  forces  are 
increased  employees  shall  be  returned  to  service  in  the  order  of  their  seniority 
rights.  Employees  desiring  to  avail  themselves  of  this  rule  must  file  their 
addresses  each  90  days.  Employees  failing  to  renew  their  address  each  90  days 
or  to  return  to  the  service  within  7 days  after  being  notified  (by  mail  or  tele- 
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gram  sent  to  the  address  last  given),  or  give  satisfactory  reason  for  not  doing 
so,  will  be  considered  out  of  the  service. 

Rule  27.  Employees  whose  positions  are  abolished  may  exercise  their  senior- 
ity rights  over  junior  employees.  Other  employees  affected  may  exercise  their 
seniority  in  the  same  manner. 

Decision,- — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  463.— DOCICET  678. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Shall  E.  H.  Boteler,  clerk  in  the  cliief  dispatcher’s 
office,  Hattiesburg,  Miss.,  be  permitted  to  exercise  his  seniority  rights 
in  the  local  freight  office  at  J ackson.  Miss.  ? 

Statement. — On  January  1,  1921,  the  position  held  by  Mr.  Boteler 
was  abolished.  He  thereupon  requested  permission  to  exercise  his 
seniority  in  the  local  freight  office  at  J ackson.  Miss. 

The  employees  contend  that  he  was  carried  on  the  same  seniority 
roster  as  the  clerks  in  the  Jackson  freight  office  and  should  haye  been 
permitted  to  exercise  his  seniority  in  that  office.  The  carrier  con- 
tends that  he  was  not  in  the  same  seniority  district  and  not  entitled 
to  displace  an  employee  younger  in  the  service  at  Jackson  freight 
office. 

Eule  7 of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Eailway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees reads  as  follows : 

Seniority  districts  of  defined  limits  shall  be  established  by  mutual  agreement 
between  the  management  and  duly  accredited  representatives  of  the  employees, 
and.  pending  the  establishment  of  such  districts  the  districts  as  now  established 
by  agreement  or  those  established  by  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27 
and  interpretations  thereto  shall  remain  in  effect. 

The  employees  claim  that  under  an  oral  agreement  between  repre- 
sentatives of  the  employees  and  a former  official  of  the  carrier  two 
seniority  districts  were  established — one  embracing  the  employees  in 
the  general  office  and  the  other  the  employees  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  superintendent  of  transportation  and  the  division  superintend- 
ent. The  carrier  denies  the  existence  of  any  such  agreement. 

In  lieu  of  the  establishment  of  seniority  districts,  as  provided  in 
rule  7 of  the  clerks’  national  agreement,  above  quoted,  seniority  dis- 
tricts established  by  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27  of 
the. United  States  Eailroad  Administration  shall  remain  in  effect. 
This  supplement  contains  the  following  provision  : 

Article  XII  (&).  Seniority  will  be  restricted  to  each  classifietl  department  of 
the  general  and  other  offices  and  of  each  superintendent’s  or  master  mechanic’s 
division. 

Decision. — Under  the  provisions  of  section  (J),  Article  XII  of 
Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27,  above  quoted,  the  local 
freight  office  at  Jackson,  Miss.,  and  the  chief  dispatcher’s  office  at 
Hattiesburg,  Miss.,  are  within  the  same  department  of  the  superin- 
tendent’s division  on  which  K.  H.  Boteler  was  employed,  and  the 
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Labor  Board  therefore  decides  that  he  should  be  permitted  to  exercise 
his  seniority  rights  to  any  position  within  the  scope  of  the  clerks’ 
national  agreement  in  the  local  freight  office  at  Jackson,  Miss.,  in  ac- 
cordance with  rules  27  and  31  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Broth- 
erhood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  employees. 


DECISION  NO.  464.— DOCKET  679. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  1,  1921. 

Brotherliood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  regarding  the  right  of  Laura  Peacock  to  exer- 
cise her  seniority  rights  in  connection  with  the  abolishment  of  her  po- 
sition in  the  local  freight  office  at  Hattiesburg,  Miss. 

Decision. — The  employees  having  requested  the  withdrawal  of  this 
dispute,  and  the  carrier  having  concurred  therein,  the  case  is  removed 
from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  465.— DOCKET  682. 

Chicago,  111.,  December  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway  Co. 

Question.— the  rate  established  by  the  United  States  Rail- 
road Administration  for  employees  classified  as  check  clerks  in  the 
freight  office,  Springfield,  Mo.,  continue  in  effect  after  the  expiration 
of  Federal  control? 

Statement.— DuYing  the  period  of  Federal  control  the  positions  in- 
volved in  this  dispute  were  changed  from  classification  of  stevedores 
at  hourly  rate  of  42  cents  to  check  clerks  at  monthly  rate  of  $87.50. 
A dispute  arose  as  to  the  proper  rate  of  pay  for  the  employees  in 
question,  and  under  date  of  January  8,  ifel,  the  Director  General 
of  Railroads  issued  a decision  requiring  the  establishment  of  a rate 
of  $91  per  month  for  the  positions.  The  carrier  thereupon  paid  the 
employees  involved  the  difference  between  the  rate  that  they  had 
been  receiving,  namely,  $87.50  per  month,  and  the  rate  provided 
for  therein,  namely,  $91  per  month,  until  the  expiration  of  Federal 
control;  but  continued  to  pay  the  employees  at  the  rate  of  $87.50 
per  month  from  March  1, 1920. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  rate  of  $91  per  month  having  been 
authorized  by  the  Director  General  of  Railroads  it  became  a part 
of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steam- 
ship Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  and 
should  remain  in  effect  as  provided  in  rule  86  of  said  agreement. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  rate  of  the  position  in  question  at  12.01 
a.  m.,  March  1,  1920,  was  $87.50  per  month,  and  that  the  increases 
provided  in  Decision  No.  2 were  added  to  this  rate.  It  is  claimed 
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that  the  employees  in  question  were  not  performing  the  same  work 
as  check  clerks  who  were  paid  the  rate  of  $91  per  month,  and  an 
immediate  protest  was  made  to  the  Director  General  of  Railroads 
when  decision  dated  January  8,  1921,  was  received.  However,  it 
was  ordered  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  that  the 
decision  be  applied  during  the  period  of  Federal  control,  and  in  the 
belief  that  the  payment  of  the  rate  at  $91  per  month  was  not  justified 
the  carrier  did  not  change  the  rate  paid  after  March  1,  1920. 

Rule  86  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Rail- 
way and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Flandlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees  reads  as  follows : 

Rates  of  pay  for  employees  named  herein  authorized  by  Supplement  No.  7 
to  General  Order  No.  27,  including  addenda  and  interpretations  thereof  (ex- 
cept as  affected  by  the  change  from  monthly  or  weekly  rates  to  daily  rates  as 
provided  in  rule  66  of  Article  VIII),  also  any  new  rates  which  may  hereafter 
be  authorized  by  the  Director  General,  shall  become  a part  of  this  agreement 
and  shall  remain  in  effect  during  Federal  operation  until  changed  as  provided 
herein,  except  that  positions  described  in  Interpretation  No.  20  to  Supplement 
No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27,  which  have  been  rated  as  clerks  in  error  may 
be  rerated  and  paid  in  acocrdance  with  Article  VI  of  Supplement  No.  7 to 
General  Order  No.  27  when  such  positions  become  vacant  or  if  new  positions 
are  created. 

Decision  No.  2 of  the  Labor  Board  contains  the  following  pro- 
vision : 

The  Board  assumes  as  the  basis  of  this  decision  the  continuance  in  full  force 
and  effect  of  the  rules,  working  conditions,  and  agreements  in  force  under  the 
authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration.  Pending  the  presenta- 
tion, consideration,  and  determination  of  the  questions  pertaining  to  the  con- 
tinuation or  modification  of  such  rules,  conditions,  and  agreements,  no  changes 
therein  shall  be  made  except  by  agreement  between  the  carrier  and  employees 
concerned.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  18.) 

Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2,  which  prescribes  the  increases  to  be 
applied  to  the  rates  of  pay  of  the  classes  of  employees  involved  in 
this  dispute,  contains  the  following  provision : 

Add  to  the  rates  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration  for  each  of  the  hereinafter  named  classes  the  following 
amounts  per  hour.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  22.) 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  rates  of  the  positions 
involved  in  this  dispute,  established  by  or  under  the  authorit}’'  of 
the  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  was  $91  per  month,  and 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  rule  86  of  the  National  Agree- 
ment of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway"  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees,  Decision  No.  2 of  the 
Labor  Board,  and  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  this  rate  shall  re- 
main in  effect  until  changed  by  mutual  agreement  or  by  decision  of 
the  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  466.— DOCKET  692. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemhei'  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Dispute  regarding  classification  and  rate  of  pay  of 
position  of  baggageman-clerk,  Oakland,  Calif. 
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Statement. — Prior  to  April  1,  1921,  the  position  of  station  truck- 
man at  the  point  named  was  paid  at  the  rate  of  56  cents  per  hour. 
The  major  portion  of  the  time  consumed  by  this  employee  was  de- 
voted to  the  work  of  trucking  and  handling  baggage.  On  that  date 
there  was  added  to  the  position  sufficient  clerical  duties  to  justify  its 
classification  as  a clerk  within  the  definition  of  rule  4 of  the  national 
agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees,  and  it  was  there- 
upon designated  as  baggageman-clerk  at  rate  of  $4.48  per  day.  This 
rate  was  established  by  multiplying  the  hourly  rate  of  56  cents  per 
hour  by  the  number  of  hours  constituting  a day’s  work. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  change  constituted  the  establish- 
ment of  a new  position,  the  rate  of  which  should  conform  with  the 
rate  of  position  of  similar  kind  and  class  in  the  seniority  district 
where  it  was  created.  It  is  also  claimed  that  the  rate  should  have 
been  established  by  applying  the  principle  contained  in  rule  66  of 
the  clerks’  national  agreement;  i.  e.,  by  multiplying  the  hourly  rate 
by  the  number  of  hours  constituting  the  yearly  assignment  and 
dividing  the  result  by  306. 

The  carrier  contends  that  rule  66  of  the  clerks’  national  agree- 
ment has  no  application  in  this  case,  and  that  the  duties  of  the  posi- 
tion are  not  similar  to  the  duties  of  positions  in  the  same  seniority 
district  which  the  employees  claim  are  of  similar  kind  and  class. 

Decision. — Basing  this  decision  on  the  evidence  before  it  with  re- 
spect to  the  duties  of  the  position,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  the 
position  of  the  carrier  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  467.— DOCKET  722. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  L.  H.  Greenleaf  and 
W.  B.  Strawn,  Parsons,  Kans. 

Statement.— employees  in  question  were  dismissed  from  the 
service  on  August  25,  1921,  for  alleged  violation  of  the  carrier’s 
rules  400  and  405  and  disregard  of  Principles  2 and  6 of  Decision 
No.  119  of  the  Labor  Board.  The  carrier’s  rules  400  and  405  read 
as  follows: 

400.  Each  person  in  the  employ  of  the  railway  is  expected  to  devote  himself 
exclusively  to  its  service,  attending  during  the  prescribed  hours  of  the  day 
or  night. 

405.  No  employee  will  be  permitted  to  engage  in  other  business  without 
consent  of  the  head  of  the  department  under  whom  he  may  be  employed. 

Principles  2 and  6 of  Decision  No.  119  read  as  follows : 

2.  The  spirit  of  cooperation  between  management  and  employees  being 
essential  to  efficient  operation,  both  parties  will  so  conduct  themselves  as  to 
promote  this  spirit. 

6.  No  discrimination  shall  be  practiced  by  management  as  between  members 
and  nonmembers  of  organizations  or  as  between  members  of  different  organi- 
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zations,  nor  shall  members  of  org-anizations  discriminate  against  nonmembers 
or  use  other  methods  than  lawful  persuasion  to  secure  their  membership. 
Espionage  by  carriers  on  tlie  legitimate  activities  of  labor  organizations  or 
by  labor  organizations  on  the  legitimate  activities  of  carrers  should  not  be 
practiced. 

It  appears  that  there  had  been  published  by  the  employees  in  the 
office  in  which  these  men  were  employed  a monthly  paper  entitled 
“ The  Monthly  Disturbance,”  which  contained  various  items  of  in- 
terest to  the  employees  and  was  distributed  without  charge.  The 
officer  in  charge  of  the  office  ordered  the  discontinuance  of  this 
paper ; however,  Messrs.  Strawm  and  Greenleaf  sought  and  obtained 
permission  to  continue  it  for  another  month.  The  paper  which 
was  published  bore  their  names  as  editor  and  associate  editor  and 
w^as  entitled  “ The  New  Era.”  It  was  entirely  different  to  The 
Monthly  Disturbance  in  so  far  as  its  contents  were  concerned. 
Further,  it  indicated  on  its  face  that  it  was  to  be  sold  at  5 cents 
per  copy,  but  there  is  no  evidence  that  any  copies  w^ere  sold.  When 
The  New  Era  came  to  the  attention  of  the  carrier,  the  matter  w\as 
immediately  taken  up  with  the  general  chairman  of  the  clerks’ 
system  board  of  adjustment,  who  instituted  an  investigation.  While 
this  investigation  was  in  progress  the  employees  were  dismissed 
from  the  service  and  an  investigation  was  held  under  the  grievance 
rules  contained  in  their  agreement. 

The  carrier  contends  that  rule  400  was  violated  in  that  some  of  the 
w ork  in  connection  wdth  the  publication  of  this  paper  was  performed 
during  the  time  the  employees  were  on  duty ; that  rule  405  was  vio- 
lated in  that  the  employees  engaged  in  the  publication  of  a paper 
without  first  having  secured  permission ; and  that  Principles  2 and  6 
of  Decision  No.  119  were  violated  in  that  the  paper  which  was  pub- 
lished contained  matter  destructive  of  morale  and  the  good  feeling 
which  should  exist  between  the  employees  and  the  carrier. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  paper  in  question  was  published  in 
the  interest  of  the  organization;  that  Messrs.  Strawn  and  Greenleaf 
were  authorized  at  a regular  lodge  meeting  to  publish  a paper  for 
such  purpose ; and  that  the  organization — not  the  employees — should 
be  held  accountable  for  their  act.  They  submit  an  attested  copy  of 
the  resolutions  adopted  at  lodge  meeting  in  support  of  their  statement 
that  these  men  were  duly  authorized  by  their  lodge  to  engage  in  the 
publication  of  the  paper  as  claimed. 

Opinion. — In  the  opinion  of  the  Labor  Board  rule  400  was  not 
violated,  as  there  was  no  evidence  presented  showing  that  any  of  the 
work  in  connection  wdth  the  publication  of  the  paper  w^as  performed 
during  the  working  hours  of  the  employees.  There  was  not  a direct 
violation  of  rule  405,  as  the  employees  in  question  sought  and  ob- 
tained permission  to  publish  a paper.  They  did,  however,  deviate 
entirely  from  the  permission  which  was  given.  The  contents  of  the 
paper  w^ere  entirely  at  variance  with  Principles  2 and  6 of  Decision 
No.  119,  particularly  Principle  2,  and  certainly  were  conducive  of 
destroying  any  spirit  of  cooperation  wdiich  may  have  existed  between 
the  employees  and  the  carrier. 

Decision. — Bequest  for  reinstatement  is  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  468.— DOCKET  753. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 

and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway  Co. 

Question.~-Clnim.  for  additional  compensation  for  time  worked 
Saturday  afternoon,  September  18,  1920,  by  29  emplo}’ees  in  the 
office  of  freight  auditor,  Chicago,  111. 

Statement. — On  Saturday  afternoon,  September  18,  1920,  29  cleri- 
cal employees  in  the  freight  auditor’s  office  v/ere  required  to  work  for 
a period  of  three  hours. 

The  employees  claim  that  under  rule  57  of  the  national  agreement 
of  the  Brotherhood  of  Eailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Han- 
dlers, Express  and  Station  Employees  the  employees  in  question  are 
entitled  to  additional  compensation  at  pro  rata  rate  for  service  per- 
formed in  excess  of  regular  bulletined  hours  up  to  and  including  the 
forty-eighth  hour  of  service  and  thereafter  at  the  rate  of  time  and 
one-half. 

The  carrier  contends  that  rule  57  does  not  contemplate  the  pay- 
ment of  additional  compensation  for  emergency  work  performed  by 
clerical  employees  on  Saturday  afternoons. 

Eule  57  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Eailway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees reads,  in  part,  as  follows : 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules  time  in  excess  of  eight  hours,  ex- 
clusive of  meal  period,  on  any  day,  will  be  considered  overtime  and  paid  on  the 
actual  minute  basis. 

For  hourly-rated  employees,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules,  over- 
time will  be  computed  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  time. 

For  daily-rated  employees,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules,  when 
the  full  number  of  hours  per  week  (produced  by  multiplying  by  eight  the  days 
of  the  weekly  assignment)  are  worked,  overtime  will  be  computed  at  the  rate  of 
time  and  one-half  time.  Where  the  total  hours  worked  in  regular  assignment 
do  not  equal  the  number  of  hours  so  produced,  overtime  wall  be  computed  pro 
rata  until  the  weekly  period  is  fulfilled ; thereafter  overtime  will  be  computed 
at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  time. 

It  is  understood  that  where  in  a given  office  it  has  been  the  practice  to  let 
employees  off  for  a part  of  the  eight-hour  day  on  certain  days  of  the  week,  such 
practice  shall  not  be  rescinded  and  shall  not  be  departed  from  except  in  cases 
of  emergency. 

Decision, — In  the  opinion  of  the  Labor  Board  the  last  paragraph 
of  rule  57,  above  quoted,  does  not  contemplate  that  employees  who 
are  required  to  work  on  Saturday  afternoons  shall  be  paid  overtime 
therefor.  This  language  in  the  rule  is  to  provide  for  the  continuation 
of  the  practice  of  allowing  employees  to  be  off  a part  of  the  day  on 
certain  days  of  the  week  where  such  practice  is  in  effect,  but  when 
required  to  work  in  case  of  emergency  on  such  days  it  does  not  pro- 
vide for  additional  compensation  therefor. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  469.— DOCKET  764. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  certain  clerical  employees  in  the  olFice  of  audi- 
tor of  expenditures,  Chicago,  111.,  for  additional  compensation  for 
work  performed  on  Saturday  afternoons,  September  25  and  October 
9,  1920. 

Statement. — Employees  involved  in  this  dispute  were  required  to 
work  for  a period  of  four  hours  on  the  Saturday"  afternoons  stated 
and  received  no  additional  compensation  therefor. 

The  employees  claim  that  under  the  provisions  of  rule  57  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  the  em- 
ployees in  question  are  entitled  to  additional  compensation  for  serv- 
ice performed  in  excess  of  the  regular  bulletined  hours  up  to  and  in- 
cluding the  forty-eighth  hour  of  service  and  thereafter  at  the  rate 
of  time  and  one-half. 

The  carrier  contends  that  rule  57  does  not  contemplate  the  pay- 
ment of  additional  compensation  for  emergency  work  performed 
by  clerical  employees  on  Saturday  afternoons. 

* Rule  57  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees reads,  in  part,  as  follows: 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules  time  in  excess  of  eight  hours, 
exclusive  of  meal  period,  on  any  day,  will  be  considered  overtime  and  paid  on 
the  actual  minute  basis. 

For  hourly-rated  employees,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  tiiese  rules, 
overtime  will  be  computed  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  time. 

For  daily-rated  employees,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules, 
when  the  full  number  of  hours  per  week  (produced  by  multiplying  by  eight 
the  days  of  the  weekly  assignment)  are  worked,  overtime  will  be  computed  at 
the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  time.  Where  the  total  hours  worked  in  regular 
assignment  do  not  equal  the  number  of  hours  so  produced,  overtime  will  be 
computed  pro  rata  until  the  weekly  period  is  fulfilled;  thereof  ter  overtime  will 
be  computed  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  time. 

It  is  undei*stood  that  where  in  a given  office  it  has  been  the  practice  to  let 
employees  off  for  a part  of  the  8-hour  day  on  certain  days  of  the  week,  such 
practice  shall  not  be  rescinded  and  shall  not  be  departed  from  except  in  cases 
of  emergency. 

Decision. — In  the  opinion  of  the  Labor  Board  the  last  paragraph 
of  rule  57,  above  quoted,  does  not  contemplate  that  employees  who 
are  required  to  work  on  Saturday  afternoons  shall  be  paid  overtime 
therefor.  This  language  in  the  rule  is  to  provide  for  the  continu- 
ation of  the  practice  of  allowing  employees  to  be  off  a part  of  the  day 
on  certain  days  of  the  week  where  such  practice  is  in  effect,  but  when 
required  to  work  in  case  of  emergency  on  such  days  it  does  not  pro- 
vide for  additional  compensation  therefor. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  470.— DOCKET  883. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 

and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  for  additional  compensation  for  time  worked 
Saturday  afternoon,  August  21,  1920,  by  13  employees  in  the  office 
of  the  freight  auditor,  Chicago,  111. 

Statement. — On  Saturday  afternoon,  August  21,  1920,  13  em- 
ployees in  the  office  of  the  freight  auditor  were  required  to  work  for 
a period  of  three  hours. 

The  employees  claim  that  under  rule  57  of  the  national  agreement 
of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  the  employees  involved 
in  this  dispute  are  entitled  to  additional  compensation  at  pro  rata 
rates  for  service  performed  in  excess  of  regular  bulletined  hours  up 
to  and  including  the  forty-eighth  hour  of  service  and  thereafter  at 
the  rate  of  time  and  one-half. 

The  carrier  contends  that  rule  57  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement 
does  not  contemplate  the  payment  of  additional  compensation  for 
emergency  work  performed  by  employees  on  Saturday  afternoons. 

Rule  57  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Flandlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees reads,  in  part,  as  follows : 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules  time  in  excess  of  eight  hours,  ex- 
clusive of  meal  period,  on  any  day,  will  he  considered  overtime  and  paid  on  the 
actual  minute  basis. 

For  hourly-rated  employees,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules, 
overtime  will  be  computed  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  time. 

For  daily-rated  employees,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules,  when 
the  full  number  of  hours  per  week  (produced  by  multiplying  by. eight  the  days 
of  the  weekly  assignment)  are  worked,  overtime  will  be  computed  at  the  rate 
of  time  and  one-half  time.  Where  the  total  hours  wmrked  in  regular  assign- 
ment do  not  equal  the  number  of  hours  so  produced,  overtime  will  be  computed 
pro  rata  until  the  weekly  period  is  fulfilled;  thereafter  overtime  will  be  com- 
puted at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  time. 

It  is  understood  that  where  in  a given  office  it  has  been'  the  practice  to  let 
employees  off  for  a part  of  the  8-hour  day  on  certain  days  of  the  week,  such 
practice  shall  not  be  rescinded  and  shall  not  be  departed  from  except  in  cases  of 
emergency. 

Decision. — ^^The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  last  paragraph  of 
rule  57,  above  quoted,  does  not  contemplate  the  payment  of  overtime 
to  employees  required  to  work  on  Saturday  afternoons.  This 
language  in  the  rule  is  to  provide  for  the  continuation  of  the  prac- 
tice of  letting  clerical  employees  off  a part  of  the  day  on  certain  days 
of  the  week  where  such  practice  is  in  effect,  but  wRen  required  to 
work  in  case  of  emergency  on  such  days  it  does  not  provide  addi- 
tional compensation  therefor. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  471.— DOCKET  887. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Shall  the  position  of  collector  on  toll  bridge  at  Musko- 
gee, Okla.,  be  included  within  the  scope  of  the  national  agreement  of 
the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Han- 
dlers, Express  and  Station  Employees  as  defined  in  rule  1 of  Article 
I thereof ? 

Statement. — On  the  toll  bridge  over  the  Arkansas  River  near  Mus- 
kogee, Okla.,  there  are  employed  three  bridge  collectors  assigned  to 
shifts  of  eight  hours  each.  The  duties  of  these  employees  are  to  sell 
the  tickets  covering  toll  charge  for  persons  and  vehicles  crossing  the 
bridge.  The  first-trick  collector  renders  report  of  tickets  issued  and 
cash  received  to  the  auditor. 

The  employees  state  that  the  employees  in  question  are  performing 
work  similar  to  that  performed  by  ticket  clerks,  and  contend  that 
the  positions  come  within  the  scope  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement 
as  defined  in  rule  1 of  Article  I thereof. 

The  carrier  claims  that  the  only  work  of  a clerical  nature  as  de- 
fined in  rule  4 of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  that  is  performed  by 
these  employees  is  the  preparation  of  the  ticket  report  to  the  auditor, 
which  consumes  about  30  minutes  of  each  eight-hour  trick,  and  con- 
tends that  the  positions  do  not  come  within  the  scope  of  the  clerks’ 
national  agreement. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  positions  in  question 
do  not  come  within  the  scope  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Broth- 
erhood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Ex- 
press and  Station  Employees  as  defined  in  rule  1 of  Article  I thereof. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  472.— DOCKET  888. 

Chicago,  III.,  Dece^nber  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Erie  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Claim  for  reinstatement  of  Mercedes  Donnelan,  Etta 
* Hopper,  Myrtle  Bush,  and  Clara  Reim  for  reinstatement  with  com- 
pensation for  all  time  lost  since  March  12,  1921,  on  which  date  they 
were  relieved  from  the  service  account  of  reduction  in  force. 

Decision. — The  employees  having  requested  the  withdrawal  of  this 
case  and  the  carrier  having  concurred  therein,  the  case  is  removed 
from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 
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DECISION  NO.  473.— DOCKET  893. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  J.  Clarke,  H.  M.  Dowling,  T.  F.  Dalton,  and 
James  Carney  for  time  lost  in  the  months  of  March,  April,  May,  and 
August,  1920,  account  election  service. 

Statement. — The  employees  in  question  Avere  required  to  serve  at 
election  polls  in  compliance  Avith  notice  from  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  of  the  State  of  Missouri  on  various  dates  in  the  months 
named  and  were  not  paid  by  the  carrier  for  the  time  absent  from  duty 
in  connection  therewith.  They  were  paid  by  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  $5  for  each  day  they  served  and  claim  compensation 
from  the  carrier  at  their  regular  rate  of  pay  for  the  time  they  Avere 
absent  from  duty. 

Decision. — Claim  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  474.— DOCKET  902. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Loiiis-San  Francisco  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  regarding  alleged  abrogation  of  past  practice 
as  to  paying  employees  for  time  lost  account  of  sickness  or  personal 
reasons. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  in  this  case  indi- 
cates that  this  dispute  does  not  inAmh^e  any  specific  claims  for  com- 
pensation. The  question  of  pay  for  time  lost  account  of  sickness  or 
personal  reasons  was  the  subject  of  conference  between  the  representa- 
tiA'es  of  the  employees  and  the  carrier,  conducted  in  compliance  Avith 
Decision  No.  119  of  the  Labor  Board,  and  the  position  of  both  parties 
in  connection  therewith  is  included  in  submission  to  the  Board  cov- 
ering result  of  such  conferences. 

The  case  is  therefore  removed  from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  475.— DOCKET  911. 

Chicago,  111.,  December  1,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway  Co. 

Question^ — Claim  of  D.  G.  Eitchie,  yard  clerk,  Miles  City,  Mont., 
for  compensation  for  period  January  *11  to  20,  1921,  both  dates  in- 
clusive, account  of  not  being  permitted  to  exercise  his  seniority  rights 
to  position  of  assistant  timekeeper  in  the  superintendent’s  office  at 
that  point. 

Statement. — On  January  10,  1921,  position  of  yard  clerk.  Miles 
City,  Mont.,  held  by  Mr.  Eitchie,  was  abolished.  Mr.  Eitchie  applied 
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for  position  of  assistant  timekeeper  in  the  superintendent’s  office  at 
that  point,  held  by  A.  F.  Keenecks,  but  was  not  assigned  to  same 
until  January  21,  1921. 

Employees  state  that  Mr.  Eitchie  entered  the  service  of  the  car- 
rier October  16,  1919,  and  Mr.  Keenecks  entered  the  service  Novem- 
ber 1,  1920;  and  contend  that  Mr.  Eitchie  having  had  the  requisite 
seniority  and  having  shown  the  necessary  fitness  and  ability  in  his 
subsequent  handling  of  the  work  of  the  position,  he  should  have 
been  assigned  to  same  immediately  when  his  position  in  the  yard 
office  was  abolished,  January  10,  1921. 

The  carrier  states  that  the  position  of  assistant  timekeeper  requires 
a familiarity  with  instructions  governing  the  application  of  rates 
of  pay  and  a knowledge  of  rules  governing  working  conditions.  At 
the  time  Mr.  Eitchie,  who  had  had  no  previous  experience  in  this 
particular  work,  applied  for  the  position  certain  monthly  reports 
were  in  course  of  preparation,  and  the  carrier  claims  that  he  did  not 
have  the  fitness  and  ability  to  assume  the  duties  of  the  position  at 
that  time.  He  was  assigned  to  it  on  January  21,  1921,  after  these 
reports  were  completed,  and  continued  on  the  position  until  dis- 
placed by  a senior  employee. 

Eule  27  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Eailway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees reads  as  follows: 

Employees  whose  positions  are  abolished  may  exercise  their  seniority  rights 
over  junior  employees.  Other  employees  affected  may  exercise  their  seniority 
in  the  same  manner. 

Eule  31  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  reads  as  follows : 

The  exercise  of  seniority  in  reductions  of  force  or  displacing  junior  employees 
provided  for  in  this  article  is  subject  to  the  provisions  of  rule  6 of  this  article. 

Eule  6 of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  reads  as  follows : 

Employees  covered  by  these  rules  shall  be  in  line  for  promotion.  Promotion 
shall  be  based  on  seniority,  fitness,  and  ability ; fitness  and  ability  being 
sufficient,  seniority  shall  prevail,  except,  however,  that  this  provision  shall 
not  apply  to  the  excepted  positions  covered  in  exception  (b),  rule  1,  Article  I, 
of  this  agreement. 

Note. — The  word  “ sufiicient  ” is  intended  to  more  clearly  establish  the  right 
of  the  senior  employee  to  bid  in  a “ new  position  ” or  “ vacancy  ” where  two 
or  more  employees  have  adequate  “ fitness  and  ability.” 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  the 
employee  in  question  had  the  requisite  seniority,  fitness,  and  ability 
to  satisfactority  perform  the  duties  of  assistant  timekeeper,  and 
under  the  rules  above  quoted  he  is  entitled  to  the  rate  of  the  position 
for  the  period  January  11  to  January  20,  1921,  inclusive. 

Position  of  the  employees  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  476.— DOCKET  687. 

Chicago,  III,,  Deoernher  6,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana. 

^ Qicestion. — Shall  the  general  office  clerks  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana  be  included  in  the  same  agreement  on 
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rules  and  working  conditions  as  the  clerks  outside  the  general  offices, 
or  shall  the  general  office  clerks  be  permitted  to  negotiate  a separate 
agreement  for  themselves? 

Statement. — In  accordance  with  Decision  No.  119  of  the  Labor 
Board,  the  representatives  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and 
Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees 
conferred  with  the  carrier  for  the  purpose  of  negotiating  an  agree- 
ment covering  rules  and  working  conditions.  A controversy  arose 
as  to  whether  the  agreement  should  embrace  the  clerks  in  the  general 
offices  as  well  as  those  outside.  The  representatives  of  the  clerks’ 
organization  claimed  to  represent  a majority  of  all  the  employees 
coming  within  the  scope  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement.  The 
carrier  conceded  that  the  clerks’  organization  represented  a majority 
of  the  outside  or  line  clerks  and  offered  to  proceed  with  the  negotia- 
tion of  an  agreement  with  the  organization  covering  the  outside 
clerks  pending  a decision  of  the  Labor  Board  as  to  whether  or  not 
the  general  office  clerks  should  be  included  in  the  agreement. 

The  carrier  claims  that  the  general  office  clerks  should  not  be 
included  in  the  agreement  because  they  constitute  a separate  and 
distinct  class  of  employees,  and,  furthermore,  that  the  general  office 
clerks  have  expressed  a desire  to  negotiate  a separate  agreement. 

The  Labor  Board  has  heretofore  held  in  a number  of  decisions 
that  it  is  just  and  reasonable,  as  well  as  economical,  that  the  general 
office  clerks  of  a carrier  should  be  included  in  the  same  agreement 
on  rules  with  the  other  clerks.  The  Board  understands  the  reluc- 
tance of  the  carriers  to  include  the  general  office  clerks  in  such  agree- 
ment contrary  to  the  express  wishes  of  a majority  of  them,  but  is 
thoroughly  convinced  that  this  is  the  correct  course,  as  the  work 
performed  by  them  and  that  performed  by  the  other  clerks  is  so 
similar  in  its  general  characteristics  as  to  properly  constitute  ail  of 
said  clerks  as  one  class  of  employees  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Transportation  Act,  1920. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  therefore  reaffirms  its  former  de- 
cisions on  the  point  involved,  and  decides  that  the  general  office 
clerks  of  this  carrier  should  be  embraced  in  the  same  agreement  on 
rules  with  the  other  clerks  of  the  carrier. 

The  agreement  will  comprise  the  groups  of  employees  held  by  the 
Labor  Board  in  Decision  No.  220  to  constitute  the  class  of  employees 
to  be  covered  by  the  clerks’  agreement. 

If  the  carrier  is  not  satisfied  as  to  what  organization  or  individuals 
are  duly  authorized  to  represent  said  employees  in  the  negotiation  of 
rules,  the  same  course  will  be  pursued  by  the  carrier  and  the  em- 
ployees to  settle  that  point  as  is  fully  set  out  in  Decisions  Nos.  218 
and  220,  unless  some  other  arrangement  is  agreed  upon  satisfac- 
tory to  the  carrier  and  the  organization  or  organizations  and  unoi- 
ganized  employees  involved. 

DECISION  NO.  477.— DOCKET  713. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 

and  Station  Employees  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co.;  Chicago,  Memphis 

& Gulf  Railroad  Co.;  Yazoo  & Mississippi  VaUey  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Shall  the  general  office  clerks  of  the  above-named 
carriers  be  included  in  the  same  agreement  on  rules  and  waking 
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conditions  as  the  clerks  outside  the  general  offices,  or  shall  the  gen- 
eral office  clerks  be  permitted  to  negotiate  a separate  agreement  for 
themselves  ? 

Statement. — In  accordance  with  Decision  No.  119  of  the  Labor 
Board,  representatives  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  con- 
ferred with  the  carriers  named  for  the  purpose  of  negotiating  an 
agreement  covering  rules  and  working  conditions.  A controversy 
arose  as  to  whether  the  agreement  should  embrace  the  rules  in  the 
general  offices  as  well  as  those  outside. 

The  cari'iers  contend  that  the  general  office  clerks  should  not  be 
included  in  the  agreement  because  they  constitute  a separate  and  dis- 
tinct class  of  employees,  and  furthermore  that  the  general  office 
clerks  have  expressed  a desire  to  negotiate  a separate  agreement. 

The  Labor  Board  has  heretofore  held  in  a number  of  decisions  that 
it  is  just  and  reasonable,  as  well  as  economical,  that  the  general 
office  clerks  of  a carrier  should  be  included  in  the  same  agreement 
on  rules  with  the  other  clerks.  The  Board  understands  the  reluc- 
tance of  the  earners  to  include  the  general  office  clerks  in  such 
agreement  contraiT  to  the  express  wishes  of  a majority  of  them  but 
is  thoroughly  convinced  that  this  is  the  correct  course,  as  the  work 
performed  by  them  and  that  performed  by  the  other  clerks  is  so 
similar  in  its  general  characteristics  as  to  properly  constitute  all  of 
said  clerks  as  one  class  of  employees  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Transportation  Act  1920. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  therefore  reaffirms  its  former  de- 
cisions on  the  point  involved  and  decides  that  the  general  office 
clerks  of  this  carrier  should  be  embraced  in  the  same  agreement  on 
rules  with  the  other  clerks  of  the  carrier. 

The  agreement  will  comprise  the  groups  of  employees  held  by  the 
Labor  Board  in  Decision  No.  220  to  constitute  the  class  of  employees 
to  be  covered  by  the  clerks’  agreement. 

If  the  carrier  is  not  satisfied  as  to  what  organization  or  indi- 
viduals are  duly  authorized  to  represent  said  employees  in  the  nego- 
tion  of  rules,  the  same  course  will  be  pursued  by  the  carrier  and  the 
employees  to  settle  that  point  as  is  fully  set  out  in  Decisions  Nos. 
218  and  220  unless  some  other  arrangement  is  agreed  upon  satis- 
factory to  the  carrier  and  the  organization  or  organizations  and  un- 
organized employees  involved. 


DECISION  NO.  478.— DOCKET  651. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  with  pay  for  all  time  lost 
of  W.  L.  Nash,  clerk,  Stuttgart,  Ark.,  dismissed  from  the  service, 
September  1,  1920. 

Statement. — The  employee  named  was  employed  as  yard  clerk  at 
Stuttgart,  Ark.,  and  dismissed  from  the  service  September  1,  1920, 
for  alleged  failure  to  lock  stock-pen  gate  after  having  unloaded  car 


452 


DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 


of  cattle  therein  on  August  20,  1920,  and  for  allowing  unauthorized 
persons  access  to  baggage  room  of  the  station. 

Decision. — Basing  this  decision  upon  the  eAudence  before  it.  the 
Labor  Board  belieA^es  that  the  discipline  administered  in  this  case 
was  exceedingly  seA^ere,  and  all  purposes  of  discipline  having  been 
fulfilled  by  the  suspension  which  he  has  served,  the  Board  decides 
that  Mr.  Nash  shall  be  reinstated  to  his  former  position.  Request 
for  compensation  for  time  lost  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  479.— DOCKET  652. 

Chico  go,  111.,  December  2,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railv/ay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railv/ay  Co. 

Question. — Is  rule  49  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Raihvay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  applicable  to  position  of  warehouse  foreman, 
Paragould,  Ark.? 

Statement.— TYiOi  employee  in  question  supervises  emploj^'ees  en- 
gaged in  handling  freight  at  the  station  named  and  performs  duties 
in  connection  therewith  as  assigned.  The  position  is  paid  under 
rule  49  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement,  which  provides  a monthly 
.vate  to  cover  all  service  rendered.  The  employees  claim  that  rule  49 
does  not  apply  to  the  position,  while  the  carrier  contends  that  the 
duties  of  the  position  are  of  an  intermittent  character  and  that  rule 
1:9  is  properly  applicable  to  same.  The  rule  in  question  reads  as 
follows : 

Intermittent  service.  Where  service  is  intermittent  or  does  not  require  con- 
tinuous application,  positions  designated  as  “ other  office  and  station  employ- 
ees ” in  rule  1,  Article  I,  will  be  paid  a monthly  rate  to  cover  all  services  ren- 
dered. This  monthly  rate  shall  be  based  on  the  present  hours  and  compensa- 
tion. If  present  assigned  hours  are  increased  or  decreased,  the  monthly  rate 
shall  be  adjusted  pro  rata  as  the  hours  of  service  in  the  new  assignment  bear 
to  the  hours  of  service  in  the  present  assignment,  except  that  hours  above  10 
either  in  new  or  present  assignment  shall  be  counted  as  one  and  one-half  in 
making  adjustments.  Nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  to  permit  the  reduc- 
tion of  hours  for  the  employees  covered  by  this  rule  49  below  eight  hours  per 
day  for  six  days  per  week.  The  wages  for  new  positions  shall  be  in  conformity 
with  the  wages  for  positions  of  similar  kind,  class,  and  hours  of  service  in  the 
seniority  district  where  created. 

Exceptions  to  tlie  foregoing  paragraph  shall  be  made  for  individual  positions 
when  agreed  to  between  the  management  and  duly  accredited  representatiA^es 
of  the  employees. 

For  such  excepted  positions  the  foregoing  paragraph  shall  not  apply. 

This  rule  shall  not  be  construed  as  authorizing  the  working  of  split  tricks. 

Paragraph  (2),  rule  1 of  Article*!  of  the  clerks’  national  agree- 
ment which  defines  “ other  office  and  station  employees  ” referred  to 
in  rule  49,  reads  as  follows : 

(2)  Other  office  and  station  employees,  such  as  office  boys,  messengers,  chore 
boys,  train  announcers,  gatemen,  checkers,  baggage  and  parcel  room  employees, 
train  and  engine  crew  callers,  operators  of  office  or  station  equipment  devices, 
telephone  switchboard  operators,  elevator  operators,  office,  station  and  Avare- 
house  watchmen,  and  janitors. 
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Decmon. — The  Labor  Board  does  not  consider  the  positions  of 
Tva rehouse  foremen  to  be  analogous  to  those  defined  as  “ other  office 
and  station  employees”  in  paragraph  (2),  rule  1 of  Article  I of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks.  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees;  there- 
fore. rule  49  of  this  agreement  is  not  applicable  to  the  position. 

Position  of  employees  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  480.— DOCKET  243. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  with  pay  for  time  lost  of 
George  Lulloff,  engineer. 

Statement. — Engineer  Lulloff  was  dismissed  on  April  23,  1920,  for 
alleged  violation  of  rule  93  of  the  transportation  rules,  which  reads 
as  follows : 

Within  yard  limits  the  main  tracks  may  be  used,  protecting  against  first- 
class  trains.  Second  and  third  class  and  extra  trains  (including  passenger 
extras)  must  move  within  yard  limits  prepared  to  stop  unless  the  mairi 
track  is  seen  or  known  to  be  clear. 

Mr.  Lulloff  was  in  chain-gang  freight  service  on  April  IT,  1920,  on 
extra  1745  w^est,  with  a train  of  80  empty  cars. 

The  superintendent  of  the  railroad  was  at  Logan,  the  point  at 
which  the  alleged  violation  of  the  rule  occurred,  and  states  from 
his  observation  that  the  train  entered  the  yard  at  a speed  of  40  miles 
per  hour.  The  engineer  and  the  conductor  who  was  also  riding  the 
engine,  estimated  the  speed  at  20  miles  per  hour.  The  entire  division 
is  equipped  with  automatic  block  signal  system,  and  with  block  indi- 
cating track  within  yards  to  be  clear,  the  engineer  claims  to  have 
entered  the  yard  at  usual  speed  and  in  accordance  with  general  prac- 
tice. 

After  investigation  Mr.  Lulloff  was  dismissed  from  the  service. 
Appeal  was  taken  through  proper  officials  and  on  August  3,  1920, 
the  general  manager  advised  the  committee  that  if  the  superintend- 
ent, general  superintendent,  and  assistant  general  manager  felt  that 
they  would  be  justified  in  reinstating  Mr.  Lulloff  as  a leniency  prop- 
osition, he  would  interpose  no  objection;  however,  the  officers  men- 
tioned declined  to  modify  their  former  decision. 

Decision. — The  right  of  the  carrier  to  promulgate  rules  and  place 
interpretations  thereon  for  the  safe  and  successful  operation  of 
trains  must  be  recognized,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  employees  to  comply 
with  such  rules,  bulletins,  and  instructions. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  indicates  that  if  Lulloff  had  been  willing 
to  acknowledge  his  error  and  agree  to  more  closely  observe  the  rules 
he  would  have  been  restored  to  service. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  Board  decides  that  Engineer  George 
Lulloff  shall  be  reinstated,  but  without  pay  for  time  lost,  providing 
he  shall  give  assurance  to  proper  officials  of  the  carrier  of  his  willing- 
ness to  abide  by  the  rules. 
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It  is  further  decided  that  the  provisions  of  rule  114  of  engineer's 
schedule,  which  governs  time  during  which  engineers  may  re- 
turned to  duty  with  restoration  of  former  seniority,  shall  not  apply 
to  restrict  the  effectiveness  of  this  decision. 

DISSENTING  OPINION. 

The  undersigned  dissent  from  the  decision  rendered  by  the  Labor 
Board,  which  decision  directs  the  reinstatement  of  a locomotive  engi- 
neer who  was  discharged  by  a superintendent  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railway  Co.,  April  23,  1920. 

The  engineer  was  accused  of  violating  rule  93  adopted  by  the 
carrier  for  the  safety  of  the  traveling  public,  the  employees,  the 
property  committed  to  the  carrier  for  transportation,  and  the  prop; 
erty  of  the  carrier  itself.  The  superintendent  personally  witnessed 
the  violation  of  the  rule  and  the  representatives  of  the  man  tacitly 
admitted  that  the  rule  had  been  violated  when,  about  three  months 
after  his  dismissal,  they  asked  the  carrier  as  a matter  of  leniency 
to  reinstate  the  man  without  any  payment  for  time  lost. 

This  case  was  given  consideration  by  all  of  the  carrier’s  officials 
in  turn  from  the  superintendent  to  the  vice  president,  none  of  whom 
were  willing  to  accede  to  the  request  to  reinstate  the  man  without 
payment  for  time  lost,  although  the  evidence  indicates  that  at  one 
period  of  the  negotiations  had  the  engineer  admitted  to  the  superin- 
tendent that  he  was  at  fault  he  would  have  been  reinstated,  but  this 
he  positively  declined  to  do.  This  particular  condition  is  not  set 
out  at  the  proper  place  in  the  decision  of  the  Labor  Board,  which 
provides  that  the  engineer  shall  be  reinstated,  but  without  pay  for 
time  lost,  if  he  gives  assurance  to  the  proper  officials  of  the  carrier 
of  his  willingness  to  abide  by  the  rules.  This  condition  is  not  suf- 
ficient, as  it  fails  to  stipulate  the  primary  requirement,  i.  e.,  that  the 
engineer  should  admit  that  he  was  at  fault. 

It  is  impossible  for  the  Labor  Board  to  be  as  familiar  with  the 
conditions  surrounding  cases  like  this  as  are  the  officials  of  the  car- 
riers involved,  and  bearing  this  in  mind  the  Board  should  not  pre- 
sume to  interfere  with  the  discipline  decided  upon  by  a carrier  un- 
less the  Board  has  positive  proof  that  a man  is  not  at  fault. 

Rules  are  adopted  by  a carrier  covering  the  movements  of  trains 
for  the  protection  and  safety  of  all  concerned,  but  unless  these  rules 
are  understood  and  obeyed  by  the  employees  their  value  becomes  nil 
and  the  only  method  that  the  carrier  can  adopt  to  insure  the  rules 
being  obeyed  is  to  discipline  men  for  disobeying  them. 

The  object  of  all  discipline  is  more  educational  than  punitive,  and 
it  frequently  occurs  in  railroad  service  that  one  employee  has  to  be 
punished  severely  for  the  benefit  of  his  fellow  employees  in  order 
to  teach  them  the  necessity  of  obeying  rules.  In  deciding  to  change 
or  mitigate  the  discipline  administered  by  the  carrier  with  its  better 
knowledge  of  all  the  surrounding  circumstances,  the  Labor  Board 
has  assumed  a responsibility  not  contemplated  by  the  Transportation 
Act,  1920,  and  has  taken  a step  which  tends  to  the  breaking  down  of 
proper  and  necessary  discipline  on  all  carriers. 

Samuel  Higgins. 

Horace  Baker. 

J.  H.  Elliott. 

R.  M.  Barton. 
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DECISION  NO.  481.— DOCKET  279. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad. 

Question. — Claim  of  conductors  for  mine  and  switching  run  rate  on 
the  Elizabeth-Blue  Ridge  runs,  etc. 

Statement. — The  submission  contains  the  following: 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — For  many  years  turn-around  service  has  been  op- 
erated between  Elizabeth  and  Tate  (a  distance  of  40  miles  each  way)  and  the 
mine  or  switching  run  rate  of  pay  was  applied  thereto ; but,  effective  May  30, 
1920,  this  turn-around  service  was  discontinued  and  runs  17  aiid  18  were  put 
on  to  operate  in  through-freight  service  between  Elizabeth  and  Copperhill  (95 
miles).  On  June  27,  1920,  they  were  made  to  run  between  Elizabeth  and 
Blue  Ridge  (81  miles)  and  have  been  paid  through-freight  rates.  It  is  the 
conductors’  contention  that  these  changed  runs  should  still  be  paid  the  mine 
or  switching  run  rates  because  of  doing  station  switching. 

Employees'  position. — This  service  w'as  agreed  to  and  paid  the  switching 
rate  since  January  22,  1913,  and  the  employees  contend  that  the  management 
operating  these  runs  in  straightaway  instead  of  turn-around  service  has  no 
bearing  whatever  in  changing  the  classification,  as  the  crews  in  straightaway 
service  perform  the  same  service  as  when  assigned  to  turn-around.  The  em- 
ployees further  contend  that  it  is  the  service  performed  that  classified  the 
run  under  the  different  rates  in  the  agreement  and  not  how  the  crews  are 
operated. 

Carrier's  position. — For  many  years  prior  to  the  changes  in  runs  cited 
above,  turn-around  service,  Elizabeth  (Marietta)  to  Tate  and  return,  was  oper- 
ated by  the  railroad  to  meet  traffic  conditions.  This  run  was  paid  the  mine 
and  switching  run  rate,  which  was  lower  than  the  through-freight  rate  but 
agreed  to  by  the  conductors  under  a “ give  and  take  ” practice  existing  during 
that  period,  resulting  in  concessions  of  mutual  advantage.  Under  this  practice 
many  turn-around  runs  were  paid  the  mine  and  switching  run  rate  which  were 
not  in  any  sense  mine  switching  runs,  as  no  mines  of  any  type  were  served. 
The  letter  above  quoted,  dated  January  22,  1913,  was  written  to  confirm  an 
agreement  reached  as  to  this  particular  run,  in  line  with  the  practice  men- 
tioned. At  this  point  another  reason  for  the  practice  shown  above  might  be 
mentioned — that  the  run  in  question  was  of  minor  importance  and  involved 
less  disadvantages  than  through-freight  service,  chiefly  because  the  crews 
were  at  home  each  night,  avoiding  the  expense  of  awiiy-from-home  lodging 
and  meals.  When  the  existing  rates  became  effective  no  change  was  made  in 
the  application  of  same  to  this  particular  run. 

In  April,  1920,  traffic  conditions  changed  and  the  Elizabeth  (Marietta) -Tate 
turn-around  service  was  abolished.  To  properly  meet  the  changed  conditions, 
straightaway  freight  runs  were  established  between  Elizabeth  (Marietta)  and 
Copperhill,  as  shown  by  Bulletin  No.  1592,  dated  April  7,  1920. 

On  .Tune  27,  1920,  further  changes  were  neces.sary,  and  these  straightaway 
freight  runs  as  well  as  the  local  runs  were  made  to  operate  l^etween  Elizabeth 
(Marietta)  and  Blue  Ridge,  and  are  now  so  run. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  conductors  that  these  straightaway  freight  runs. 
Nos.  17  and  18,  should  be  paid  at  the  mine  or  switching  run  rate,  which  is 
now  higher  than  the  through-freight  rate  because  of  the  fact  that  in  handling 
short  loads  and  empties  in  addition  to  through  loads  to  and  from  stations,  as 
conditions  may  require,  they  do  some  switching  incident  to  destination  place- 
ment or  pick  up  for  forwaid  movement. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  carrier  that  switching  of  the  kind  cited  should  not 
be  classified  as  mine  or  switching  run  work  as  covered  by  section  (d),  Article 
IV,  of  the  existing  agreement ; that  station  switching  by  through-freight  trains 
between  terminals  does  not  operate  to  change  the  classification  of  the  service 
nor  the  rate  applicable  to  through-freight  service,  as  clearly  indicated  in  the 
director  general’s  ruling  cited  above  and  fully  confirmed  by  subsequent  deci- 
sions of  Railway  Board  of  Adjustment  No.  1 — for  example,  Docket  No.  1964. 
which  covered  a case  on  this  railroad. 

Therefore  we  submit  that  the  through-freight  rate  is  properly  applied. 
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Decision-. — Under  the  provisions  of  the  schedule  and  the  instruc- 
tions issued  when  the  straightaway  runs  were  inaugurated,  supple- 
mented by  the  actual  switching  done  at  stations,  the  position  of  the 
employees  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  482.— DOCKET  376. 

Chicago,  III.,  Dec&mher  2,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  New  York,  Ontario  & Western.  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Controversy  over  payment  of  terminal  mileage  on  milk 
trains  which  are  operated  as  first-class  trains. 

Statement. — Controversy  has  arisen  between  the  management  of 
the  New  York,  Ontario  & Western  Eailway  Co.  and  the  men  in 
engine  service  relative  to  the  payment  of  terminal  mileage  on  milk 
trains  which  are  operated  as  first-class  trains. 

Prior  to  the  issuance  of  Supplement  No.  24  to  General  Order  No. 
27,  engineers  and  firemen  employed  in  milk-train  service  were  allowed 
terminal  mileage  at  terminals  and  turnaround  points  for  disposing 
of  trains  and  hostling  their  engines  in  accordance  with  the  following 
rules : 

Article  4 («)  Engineers  on  first-class  trains  at  terminal  and  turnaround 
points  that  have  to  hostle  engines,  make  up,  or  put  away  trains,  will  be  allowed 
1 mile  for  five  minutes  so'  employed,  less  than  three  minutes  not  to  be  counted ; 
three  minutes  and  not  more  than  five  minutes  to  be  counted  as  1 mile.  This 
applies  to  engineers  making  100  miles  or  more. 

Article  4 (1))  Firemen  on  first-class  trains  at  terminal  and  turnaround 
points  that  have  to  hostle  engines,  make  up,  or  put  away  trains  will  be  allowed 
1 mile  for  five  minutes  so  employed,  less  than  three  minutes  not  to  be  counted ; 
three  minutes  and  not  more  than  five  minutes  to  count  as  1 mile.  This  applies 
to  firemen  making  100  miles  or  more. 

Employees'^  position. — It  is  the  contention  of  the  employees  that 
mileage  allowed  for  this  service  was  not  an  arbitrary  allowance,  as  the 
mileage  was  added  to  the  mileage  of  the  run,  thereby  extending  the 
time  when  overtime  would  accrue. 

The  employees  further  contend  that,  inasmuch  as  the  time  con- 
sumed in  performing  this  service  added  mileage  to  the  miles  that 
were  run,  it  would  in  no  way  cause  double  payment  of  the  time,  and 
that  Supplement  No.  24  to  General  Order  No.  27  and  the  interpre- 
tation thereof  did  not  discontinue  this  mileage  allowance. 

In  conference  with  the  general  manager  of  the  New  York,  Ontario 
& Western  Eailway  Co.,  he  declined  to  discuss  this  question,  and 
when  requested  by  the  committee  to  join  them  in  a joint  statement 
to  the  Labor  Board  he  declined  to  join  in  any  submission  of  the  ques- 
tion ; therefore,  the  committee  is  submitting  this  question  to  the  Board 
for  a decision. 

Carriers  position. — The  carrier  contends  that  this  dispute  arose  on 
account  of  a claim  for  terminal  allowance  on  milk  trains  in  accord- 
ance with  article  4 of  the  schedules  covering  engineers  and  firemen 
on  the  New  York,  Ontario  & Western  Eailway.  Copies  of  the  sched- 
ules were  inclosed  with  the  submission. 
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The  carrier  further  contends  that — 

(1)  Article  4 is  included  in  passenger  service  and  covers  passenger  trains 
only.  The  fact  that  milk  trains  are  run  as  first-class  trains  on  the  time-table 
does  not  alter  the  method  of  payment,  as  payment  for  the  work  is  strictly  in 
accordance  with  the  agreements  between  the  United  States  Railroad  Administra- 
tion and  the  organizations  representing  the  employees. 

(2)  The  milk  trains  referred  to  were  established  exclusively  for  the  purpose 
of  handling  milk,  and  are  classified  as  freight  trains  under  article  5 of  the  sched- 
ules and  should  take  freight-train  conditions.  Employees  on  these  trains  are 
being  paid  on  a freight  basis,  including  punitive  time  for  overtime. 

(3)  The  main  dispute  is  on  account  of  disallowance,  of  claims  for  switching 
and  putting  trains  away  at  Weehawken,  N.  J.  Weehawken  is  a turnaround 
point  for  the  trains  in  question,  Middletown  being  the  initial  and  final  terminal. 

Article  14  of  the  schedules  and  rules  reads  in  part  as  follows : 

Excepting  payments  under  rules  applying  to  work  performed  at  initial  and 
final  terminals  and  to  final  terminal  delays,  all  arbitraries  and  special  allow- 
ances applying  to  road  service  ether  than  passenger  under  rules,  regulations, 
or  practices  which  conflict  with  the  payment  of  single  time,  in  miles  or  hours, 
from  the  time  required  to  report  for  duty  until  released  from  duty  at  the  end 
of  the  trip  sliall  be  eliminated. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  carrier  that  all  arbitrary  allowances  at 
other  than  initial  or  final  terminals  are  eliminated  by  the  provision 
of  the  above,  and  also  by  Supplement  No.  24  to  General  Order  No.  27 
of  the  Director  General  of  Railroads. 

Briefly,  it  is  the  contention  of  the  carrier  that  these  trains  are 
classified  as  freight  trains  and  should  take  freight-train  conditions; 
that  no  terminal  allowances  should  be  made  at  Weehawken  in  any 
event,  as  this  is  not  an  initial  or  final  terminal  of  the  trains  in  ques- 
tion; that  these  arbitrary  allowances  were  eliminated  by  the  Direc- 
tor General  of  Railroads  under  Supplement  No.  24  to  General  Order 
No.  27 ; and  that  at  the  present  time  the  men  are  being  paid  strictly 
in  accordance  with  schedule  conditions. 

Decision. — Article  4,  on  which  the  employees  base  their  claim, 
refers  to  passenger  service  only.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  sched- 
ule (see  art.  5,  engineers’  schedule)  the  engineers  and  firemen  em- 
ployed on  milk  trains  receive  freight-service  rates. 

The  claim  is  not  justified,  and  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  483.— DOCKET  393. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  outside  hostler  rate  for  hostlers  making 
main-track  movements. 

Statement. — The  submission  contained  the  following: 

Statement. — Section  (c),  article  2,  of  firemen’s  schedule,  January  1,  1917, 
reads : 

“ If  hostlers  are  employed  in  handling  engines  between  passenger  stations 
and  roundhouses  or  yards,  or  on  main  tracks,  they  will  be  paid,”  etc.  [outside 
hostlers’  rate]. 

Employees'  position. — x\t  Tamaqua,  Pa.,  the  movements  made  by  hostlers  are 
almost  all  over  a main  track,  known  as  Greenwood  Branch ; the  shortest  move- 
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meiit  is  made  over  a distance  of  225  feet ; other  movements  are  made  from  ash 
track  and  from  coal-dock  track  north  to  engine  house,  winch  n^quires  a move- 
ment of  nearly  half  a mile  over  several  grade  street  crossings. 

These  hostlers  are  provided  with  a helper  who  is  paid  and  recognized  as  a 
hostler  helper.  Between  ash  track  and  engine  house  these  hostlers  are  subject 
to  orders  from  the  yardinaster,  who  at  times  instructs  them  in  handling  ash 
cars  at  ash  tracks. 

From  July  15,  1919,  to  August  4,  1919,  these  hostlers  were  allowed  the  outside 
hostlers’  rates,  when  they  were  advised  that  only  those  who  made  movements 
over  main  tracks  with  relief  engines  would  be  allowed  the  outside  hostlers’ 
rate.  Previously,  back  as  far  as  the  application  of  the  award  of  1913,  these 
men  were  allowed  the  inside  hostlers’  rate,  with  the  exceptions  of  the  above 
dates  noted.  Protests  were  made  to  the  officials  of  the  motive-power  depart- 
ment, and  for  one  reason  and  another  the  matter  was  never  discussed  between 
the  general  management  and  committee  until  November  8,  1920. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  employees  that  these  men,  who  are  and  have  been 
required  to  handle  engines  over  main  tracks  and  only  allowed  the  rate  of  an 
inside  hostler,  should  be  reclassified  from  the  first  date  a protest  was  filed  and 
paid  the  rate  applicable  to  men  performing  service  on  a main  track. 

At  Cressona  every  movement  made  by  the  hostlers  is  over  a main  track. 
Prom  ashpits  to  sand  and  coal  or  house  tracks  movements  are  over  the  main 
track,  southbound ; all  engines  that  require  machine  work  are  handled  over  the 
southbound  main  track  to  a point  south  of  the  roundhouse  and  passenger  sta- 
tion. The  contention  of  the  employees  is  that  the  outside  hostlei-s’  rates  should 
be  applicable  to  the  men  at  Cressona  who  perform  these  services. 

Carrier's  position. — The  matter  of  classification  of  the  hostlers  at  Tamaqua 
and  Cressona  originated  prior  to  the  termination  of  Federal  control.  This 
fact  is  evidenced  by  reference  to  copy  of  letter  sent  by  the  superintendent  of 
motive  power  addressed  to  the  general  manager  bearing  date  of  January  8,  1920, 
also  by  a letter  from  the  representative  of  the  employees  to  the  general  mana- 
ger bearing  date  of  February  4,  1920,  requesting  a date  to  discuss  the  matter ; 
therefore,  the  Labor  Board  is  without  jurisdiction  and  the  case  should  be  ad- 
justed locally. 

At  no  time  has  the  outside  rate  been  paid  continuously  at  either  of  the 
points  in  question.  The  employees  were  paid  the  outside  hostlers’  rate  for  the 
days  on  which  they  occasionally  performed  outside  service,  and  the  same  condi- 
tions prevail  now  when  the  employees  are  called  upon  to  change  engines  at 
terminals  or  do  such  work  as  is  classed  as  outside  hostlers’  work.  They  are 
paid  the  outside  hostlers’  rate  for  the  entire  day  when  any  outside  hostlers’ 
work  is  performed  during  the  day. 

The  carrier  does  not  agree  that  because  a hostler  in  the  handling  o(f  an 
engine  between  the  engine  terminal  and  the  ash  track  or  coaling  station  fouls, 
touches,  or  uses  a portion  of  a main  track,  the  outside-hostler  rate  applies. 
Such  cases  as  described  in  the  position  of  the  committee  were  frequently  dis- 
cussed at  the  hearings  before  the  arbitration  board  and  the  conclusion  reached 
was  that  the  outside  hostlers’  rate  should  not  apply  to  men  handling  engines 
on  main  track  in  such  an  incidental  manner. 

It  is  our  view  that  the  award  plainly  showed  an  intent  to  differentiate  be- 
tween what  is  recognized  as  ordinary  engine  terminal  operations;  that  is,  the 
handling  of  engines  between  coal  tipples,  water  plugs,  turntables,  and  engine 
houses  (this  was  to  be  considered  “ordinary  hostling  work”  and  subject  to  the 
$2.40  rate)  and  what  was  recognized  as  another  class  of  incidental  engine  move- 
ments, where  a higher  class  of  service  was  performed ; this  latter  consisted  of 
the  actual  handling  of  an  engine,  in  some  cases  with  a helper,  between  freight 
or  passenger  ternfinals  and  the  roundhouses  in  connection  with  trains  arriving 
or  departing. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  an  incidental  use  of  the  main  track  within  the 
engine  house  territory,  such  as  moving  or  handling  an  engine  betv'^een  coaling- 
station,  ash  pit,  ready  tracks,  etc.,  does  not  come  within  the  interpretation  of 
an  outside  hostler,  and  it  is  our  contention  that  a reclassification  should  not  be 
made,  and  the  outside  hostlers’  rate  should  not  be  made  applicable  to  the  men 
at  Cressona  or  Tamaqua. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  it  is  the  request  of  the  Philadelphia  & Reading 
Railway  Co.  that  your  honorable  board  declare  the  case  as  one  outside  of  your 
jurisdiction. 
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Decision.— W\\eYQ  required  to  handle  engines  between  passenger 
stations  and  engine  houses  or  yards  or  on  main  tracks,  rates  for  out- 
side hostler  shall  apply. 

The  Labor  Board  has  no  jurisdiction  over  any  cases  which  oc- 
curred prior  to  the  end  of  Federal  control,  March  1,  1920. 


DECISION  NO.  484.— DOCKET  406. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2, 1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Proper  rate  of  pay  for  footboard  yardmasters  under 
Decision  No.  2. 

IStatement. — Supplement  No.  22  to  General  Order  No.  27,  issued 
by  the  Director  General  of  Railroads  April  23,  1919,  authorized  40 
cents  per  day  in  excess  of  the  }^ard  foremen’s  rate  for  yard  foremen 
who  act  as  yardmasters  (sometimes  designated  as  footboard  yard- 
masters).  The  Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co.  had  in  its  employ 
at  Denver  one  so-called  footboard  yardmaster ; consequently  applied 
the  40  cents  per  day  in  excess  of  the  yard  foremen’s  rates  to  this  one 
employee  for  period  January  1,  1919,  to  April  30,  1920,  inclusive. 

Section  4 (yard  service).  Article  YII  of  Decision  No.  2,  effective 
May  1,  1920,  reads  as  follows : 

Note. — Superseding  rates  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United 
States  Railroad  Administration  and  in  lieu  thereof,  for  each  of  the  hereinafter- 
named  classes,  the.  following  increased  rates  are  established : Foremen,  $6.96  per 
day ; helpers,  $6.48  per  day ; switchtenders,  $5.04  per  day. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  this  section  supersedes  rates  established  by 
the  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  and  for  the  further  rea- 
son that  no  specific  mention  is  made  as  to  footboard  yardmasters  in 
Decision  No.  2,  the  Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co.  have  paid  all 
its  engine  foremen  $6.96  per  day  since  May  1,  1920,  the  effective  date 
of  Decision  No.  2. 

Employees'’  position. — The  employees’  position  is  quoted  from  the 
transcript  of  proceedings  as  follows: 

There  would  seem  to  be  only  one  point  involved  here  for  determination,  and 
that  is  if  this  footboard  yardmaster’s  duties  are  now  or  have  been  since  the  ap- 
plication of  Decision  No  .2,  including  his  responsibilities  and  his  authority, 
practically  the  same  or  exactly  the  same  as  they  were  prior  to  the  issuance  of 
Decision  No.  2,  it  would  appear  that  Article  XII  of  Decision  No.  2 intended  to 
give  to  this  footboard  yardmaster  the  rate  contended  for  by  us.  He  can  very 
logically  be  regarded  a supervisor  or  acting  in  a supervisory  capacity,  and 
Article  XII  provides  that — 

“ The  intent  of  this  article  is  to  extend  this  decision  to  a miscellaneous  class 
of  supervisors  and  employees  practically  impossible  of  specific  classification  and 
at  the  same  time  insure  to  them  the  same  consideration  and  rate  increase  as 
provided  for  analogous  service.” 

Mr.  Hayden,  representative  of  the  carrier,  is,  of  course,  distinctly  right  in  the 
position  taken,  if  this  man  is  merely  a yard  foreman.  If  he  has  no  additional 
supervisory  unties  to  perform,  $6.96,  under  Decision  No.  2,  would  appear  to  be 
the  correct  rate,  but  there  was  some  good  reason,  no  doubt,  for  the  Colorado  & 
Southern  Railway  Co.  conceding  this  man  40  cents  extra  when  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration  rules  governed,  and  the  point,  it  seems  to  me,  involved 
is  whether  his  duties  and  responsibilities  are  the  same  to-day  or  have  been  since 
Decision  No.  2 was  issued. 
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TLat  is  the  contention,  as*  I understand,  of  our  organization.  If  this  foot- 
board 5^ardinaster  is  just  a little  different  from  other  yard  foremen  on  the  Colo- 
rado & Southern,  if  he  had  sufficient  additional  responsibilities  and  duties  prior 
to  the  issuance  of  Decision  No.  2 to  entitle  him  to  40  cents  a day  on  account  of 
those  additional  responsibilities  and  duties,  it  would  seem  to  us  that  Article 
XII  for  miscellaneous  employees  intended  to  conserve  to  him  some  additional 
increased  compensation  for  the  additional  responsibilities.  That  would  be  all 
there  would  be  to  it. 

Cameras  position. — The  carrier’s  position  is  quoted  from  the  tran- 
script of  proceedings  as  follows: 

Prior  to  Federal  control  of  railroads  we  made  no  distinction  in  our  foremen. 
We  never  recognized  any  footboard  yardmasters. 

When  Supplement  No.  22  to  General  Order  No.  27  was  issued  by  the  United 
States  Railroad  Administration,  which  supplement  is  dated  April  23,  1919,  we 
put  into  effect  the  differential  of  40  cents  to  one  of  our  yard  foremen’s  rates. 
We  considered  this  supplement  strictly  a wage  supplement  pertaining  to  wages. 

When  Decision  No.  2 came  out,  we  noted  under  section  4 of  Article  VII  the 
words : “ Superseding  rates  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the 
United  States  Railroad  Administration,  and  in  lieu  thereof,”  etc.  Now,  as  we 
interpreted  the  words  “superseding”  and  “ in  lieu  thereof,”  they  eliminated  the 
rate  which  was  established  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration.  We 
consequently  applied  tlie  $6.96  rate,  which  the  supplement  states  we  shall  do. 
We  have  felt  and  still  feel  that  we  have  complied  strictly  with  Decision  No.  2. 

Decision. — If  the  engine  foreman  in  question  is  required  to  per- 
form duties  of  yardmaster  in  addition  to  performing  duties  as  engine 
foreman,  40  cents  per  day  in  excess  of  foreman’s  rates  is  just  and 
reasonable  and  should  be  applied. 


DECISION  NO.  485,— DOCKET  414, 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System. 

Question. — Claim  for  122  miles — Carrizozo  to  Polly  and  return  to 
Carrizozo,  October  1,  1919 — by  Engineer  E.  G.  Jacobs  and  Fireman 
J.  P.  Dennis. 

Statement. — The  submission  contained  the  following: 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — On  October  1,  1919,  Engineer  Jacobs  and  Fireman 
Dennis  left  Carrizozo  on  extra  392  west  for  El  Paso,  had  derailment  at  mile- 
post 1391 ; took  part  of  train  to  Polly,  first  station  west  of  Carrizozo ; returned 
to  derailment ; rerailed  car,  then  took  rear  of  train  back  to  Carrizozo ; returned 
to  Polly,  picked  up  train,  and  made  trip  through  to  El  Paso. 

Claim  is  made  under  section  I of  Article  XXVII,  engineers  and  firemen’s 
joint  schedule  of  November  1,  1919,  reading: 

“An  engineer  or  fireman  is  understood  to  have  reached  the  terminal  of  a 
trip  on  any  division  or  district  when  he  reaches  the  division  or  district  terminal 
at  which  engines  of  trains  are  usually  changed,  or  of  the  train  on  which  the 
trip  is  made,  and  having  done  so  and  proceeding  farther  with  the  same  train, 
or  being  sent  out  again  on  another  trip  or  train,  he  is  in  either  case  under- 
stood to  have  begun  another  trip.  This  is  not  to  be  construed  to  apply  to 
engineers  or  firemen  when  called  to  perform  service  as  provided  for  in  section  2 
of  this  article,  or  when  working  on  short  passenger  trips  in  and  out  of  a 
terminal.” 

Decision. — The  parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Board. 
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DECISION  NO.  486.— DOCKET  415. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System., 

Question. — Runarounds  claimed  by  Engineers  W.  Watkins  and 
R.  A.  Wingrove  and  by  Firemen  M.  Miller  and  J.  T.  Torbett,  at 
Duran,  June  9,  1920. 

Statement. — The  submission  contained  the  following : 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — This  claim  is  based  on  section  14  of  Article  XXXI, 
engineers  and  firemen’s  joint  schedule  effective  November  1,  1919,  reading: 

“ When  more  than  one  train  is  ordered  for  the  same  direction,  if  engine 
has  not  been  coupled  to  train  and  it  becomes  necessary  to  run  train  around 
other  trains  on  account  of  some  unforeseen  or  unavoidable  circumstances,  en- 
gine crew  first  out  will  go  on  the  train  first  out ; but  if  coupled  to  train,  on  the 
train  called  for.” 

This  is  an  amplification  of  section  6 of  same  article,  reading : 

“All  engineers  and  firemen,  having  assigned  turns,  not  on  assigned  runs, 
will  be  run  first  in  first  out  of  terminals  in  chain-gang  service,  when  available, 
on  their  respective  districts  or  divisions  on  engines  used.  All  uuassigned  road 
service  wall  be  handled  by  regular  chain-gang  crews.” 

Engineer  Watkins  and  Fireman  Miller  were  ordered  for  extra  363  east  at 
10.20  a.  m.  Engineer  Wingrove  and  Fireman  Torbett  were  ordered  for  extra 
367  east  at  11.35  a.  m.  During  the  time  crews  on  engines  363  and  367  were 
making  up  their  respective  trains,  and  before  trains  were  made  up,  another 
extra  east  (extra  369)  left  Duran  ahead  of  extras  363  and  367.  Crews  were 
not  sent  out  in  turn,  but  on  trains  called  for,  crew  on  engine  369  running 
around  crews  on  extras  363  and  367. 

Employees'  position. — To  maintain  the  basic  principle  of  the  first  in,  first 
Out  of  terminal  rule,  under  unforeseen  or  unavoidable  circumstances  section  6 
of  Article  XXXI  was  amplified  by  section*  14  of  the  same  article,  and  the 
handling  of  crews  on  extras  363,  367,  and  369  was  contrary  to  the  spirit  and 
intent  of  sections  6 and  14  of  Article  XXXI ; therefore  crews  are  entitled  to 
time  as  claimed. 

Carrier's  position. — The  article  referred  to  in  the  statement  of  facts  and  in 
the  position  of  the  employees  has  been  in  our  schedule  for  a number  of  years, 
and  it  has  been  our  understanding  and  is  borne  out  by  past  practice  that 
where  engine  crews  were  called  to  make  up  their  own  train  this  rule  would 
not  apply  if  they  had  already  started  to  make  up  their  train. 

This  case  occurred  at  Duran,  N.  Mex.,  a terminal  where  there  is  no  switch 
engine  employed,  and  extra  363  east  was  called  for  10.20  a.  m.  and  extra  367 
east  was  called  for  11.35  a.  m.,  and  both  of  these  crews  were  coupled  onto  and 
were  making  up  their  respective  trains  to  depart  and  were  under  pay  and 
drawing  time  under  the  schedule.  While  they  were  coupled  to  their  train  and 
making  it  up,  an  express  train  of  cantaloupes  arrived  at  Duran  and  engine 
369  with  crew  was  called  to  take  it  out.  They  changed  engines  and  caboose 
on  the  cantaloupe  train  and  got  out  of  the  terminal  ahead  of  extra  363  and  367. 

It  w^ould  not  be  practicable  to  change  engines  in  cases  of  this  kind,  as  both 
extra  363  and  367  had  their  trains  partly  made  up  and  in  fact  were  about 
ready  to  leave,  and  it  would  cause  a great  deal  of  delay  and  unnecessary 
work  to  change  engines  under  these  conditions.  It  was  a matter  which  we 
were  not  able  to  control,  as  we  are  not  always  able  to  know  which  train  will 
get  out  first,  and  under  similar  cases  it  has  been  the  past  practice  for  years 
to  call  the  crews  in  their  turn  to  go  to  work  making  up  their  trains,  and  they 
left  the  terminal  when  they  got  their  train  ready. 

Decision. — The  position  of  the  carrier  is  sustained. 
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DECISION  NO.  487.—DOCKET  416. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  lU.il. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Los 
Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Proper  compensation  for  brakemen  in  local  passenger 
service. 

Statement. — The  submission  contained  the  following: 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Trainmen’s  schedule,  effective  November  1,  1917, 
carries  tabulation  rates  of  pay,  local  passenger  service,  brakemen,  $96.25  per 
month.  This  was  increased  under  General  Order  No.  27  to  $129.20,  daily  rate 
being  determined  in  accordance  with  section  12  of  article  4 in  the  above- 
mentioned  schedule,  reading  as  follows: 

“A  minimum  day’s  pay  is  the  rate  per  month  shown  in  the  schedule  of  runs 
divided  by  the  number  of  days  in  the  month  in  which  the  service  is  performed.” 

Article  I,  Supplement  No.  16  to  General  Order  No.  27,  provided  a rate  of 
$4  per  day,  or  $120  per  month,  for  brakemen  in  this  class  of  ser^uce,  but 
former  rate  of  $129.20  being  higher,  it  was  retained  in  accordance  with  question 
No.  1 and  decision  thereon  in  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Supplement  No.  16. 
Should  the  increase  of  $30  per  month,  as  provided  in  section  1,  Article  VII  of 
Decision  No.  2 of  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  be  added  to  the 
old  guaranteed  monthly  rate  of  $129.20,  thus  producing  a monthly  rate  of 
$159.20?  If  so,  how  should  the  daily  rate  be  obtained?  Or  should  the  $30  in- 
crease, as  provided  in  Decision  No.  2,  be  added  to  the  daily  and  monthly  rate 
as  provided  in  Article  I,  Supplement  No.  16  to  General  Order  No.  27? 

In  applying  Decision  No.  2 the  carrier  applied  the  increase  as  provided  in 
section  1 of  Article  VII  to  the  mileage,  daily,  and  monthly  rate  as  provided 
in  Article  I of  Supplement  No.  16  to  Gleneral  Order  No.  27,  producing  a rate  of 
$5  per  day,  or  $150  per  month.  The  daily  mileage  of  these  assignments  is  less 
than  150. 

Employees^  position. — First.  In  applying  Supplement  No.  16.  the  higher  daily 
and  monthly  rates  were  properly  • preserved  as  per  que.stion  No.  1 and  answer 
thereto  in  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Supplement  No.  16. 

Second.  That  the  schedule  rule  for  obtaining  daily  rate  cited  in  statement  of 
facts  is  superseded  by  Supplement  No.  16,  as  per  instructions  in  opening  para- 
graph, reading  in  part: 

“ The  following  rates  of  pay  and  rules  for  overtime  and  working  conditions 
upon  railroads  in  Federal  operation  are  hereby  ordered.” 

Also  by  Question  No.  11  and  answ’er  thereto  in  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Sup- 
plement No.  16,  and  that  daily  rate  should  be  obtained  by  dividing  a monthly 
rate  by  not  more  than  30,  otherwise  brakemen  will  receive  no  more  pay  for  a 
31-day  month  than  for  a 30-day  month. 

Third.  That  adjustment  should  be  made  retroactive  to  January  1,  1919, 
effective  date  of  supplement. 

Fourth.  That  the  increases  granted  by  Decision  No.  2,  United  States  Railroa<l 
Labor  Board,  should  be  added  to  the  preserved  monthly  rate  of  $129.20  and  daily 
rate  obtained  as  above  outlined. 

Fifth.  In  closing  the  c*c«iference  in  applying  Supplement  No.  16,  December  15, 
1919,  the  following  was  submitted  to  general  manager  over  the  signature  of 
the  general  chairmen  representing  the  organization : 

“ It  is  understood  that  nothing  in  this  agreement  will  in  any  way  prohibit 
the  correct  application  of  Supplement  No.  16  to  General  Order  No.  27,  and 
that  any  question  that  may  arise  as  to  such  application  will  be  subject  to  inter- 
pretation by  proper  authority  whether  or  not  it  has  been  covered  in  foregoing 
agreement.” 

Sixth.  In  applying  Decision  No.  2,  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  the 
discrepancy  in  making  payments  on  a 31-day  month  was  called  to  our  attention, 
and  in  compliance  with  the  understanding  above  quoted  we  are  submitting  the 
matter  for  your  decision,  feeling  that  our  position  is  further  sustained  by 
Decision  16/68  in  memorandum  of  June  15,  1920,  signed  by  C.  S.  Lake  and  the 
four  chief  executives. 

Carrier's  position. — The  committee  now  contends  that  when  Supplement  No. 
16  was  applied  the  rate  of  $129.20  per  month  was  retained,  and  that  daily  rate 
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should  be  obtained  by  dividing  this  amount  by  30,  and  that  the  daily  rate  thus 
established  of  $4.31  should,  on  a 31-day  month,  be  added  to  the  $129.20,  making 
monthly  rate  of  $133.51. 

This  the  carrier  would  not  concede,  but  did  concede  that  as  the  $129.20 
monthly  rate  was  higher  than  the  Supplement  No.  16  rate  it  could  be  retained, 
but  figured  the  same  as  prior  to  Supplement  No.  16,  as  shown  in  statement  of 
facts,  and  is  in  accordance  with  question  No.  34  and  decision  thereon  in  Inter- 
pretation No.  1 to  Supplement  No,  16  to  General  Order  No.  27. 

The  carrier  further  contends  that  if  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  increase 
provided  in  section  1,  Article  VII,  of  Decis  on  No.  2,  United  States  Railroad 
Labor  Board,  should  be  added  to  the  $129.20  monthly  rate,  the  same  method  of 
procuring  this  daily  and  hourly  basis  of  pay  should  be  maintained. 

Decision. — The  $30  per  month  specified  in  section  1,  Article  VTI  of 
Decision  No.  2,  should  be  added  to  the  monthly  rate  of  $129.20  estab- 
lished by  General  Order  No.  27,  and  the  same  existing  method  of 
procuring  the  daily  and  hourly  basis  of  pay  shall  be  maintained. 


DECISION  NO.  488.— DOCKET  469. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Virginian  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  that  rule  3 of  special  instructions  in  current 
time  card  governing  train  operation  on  the  Virginian  Bailway  be 
abolished. 

Statement. — The  ex  parte  submission  from  the  employees  contained 
the  following : 

Statement  of  facts. — In  the  book  of  rules  and  regulations  of  the  operating 
department  of  the  Virginian  Railway,  taking  effect  February  23,  1919,  rule  93 
reads : 

“ Within  yard  limits  the  main  track  may  be  used  without  protecting  against 
trains. 

“All  trains  must  move  within  yard  limits  prepared  to  stop  unless  the  main 
track  is  seen  or  known  to  be  clear.” 

Under  date  of  March  12,  1919,  Federal  Manager  Hix,  of  the  Virginian  Railway, 
issued  Circular  No.  2,  addressed  to  conductors,  enginemen,  yardmen,  and  all 
concerned,  which  reads : 

“ Effective  Sunday,  12  noon,  March  16,  rule  93,  in  the  book  of  rules,  effective 
February  23,  1919,  is  hereby  withdrawn  and  the  following  rules  are  substituted 
therefor  and  by  which  you  will  be  governed  : 

“ 93-B.  All  trains,  except  first-class  trains  and  those  made  first  class  by  rum 
ning  on  train-order  schedules,  will  approach  all  stations,  water  tanks,  and 
coaling  stations  under  control,  and  so  proceed  until  the  track  is  plainly  seen  to 
be  clear.  Responsibility  for  a collision  at  a station,  coaling  station,  or  water 
tank  will  rest  with  the  following  or  incoming  train.  This  will  not  relieve  train 
and  engine  men  from  the  responsibility  of  protecting  trains  at  such  stops  as 
provided  in  rules  86  and  99. 

“ 93-C.  Yard  engines  have  the  right  to  work  within  yard  limits  and  may  work 
up  to  the  arrival  of  second  and  third  class  and  extra  trains,  but  will  clear  the 
main  line  immediately  on  arrival  of  such  trains  to  avoid  delay.” 

The  rule  shown  as  No.  93-B  in  the  circular  above  quoted  is  now  shown  as 
Special  Instructions  No.  3 in  time  card  for  the  government  and  information  of 
employees,  effective  November  7,  1920,  and,  in  fact,  this  rule  has  been  in  effect 
on  the  Virginian  Railway  continuously  since  March  16,  1919. 

The  employees  have  requested  that  this  rule  be  abolished,  and  that  trains 
stopping  at  stations,  water  tanks,  and  coaling  stations  not  located  within  yard 
limits  be  protected  by  that  part  of  standard  rule  99,  reading : 

“ When  a train  stops  under  circumstances  in  which  it  ma.y  be  overtaken  by 
another  train,  the  flagman  must  go  back  immediately  with  flagman’s  signals  a 
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sufficient  distance  to  insure  full  protection,  placing  two  torpedoes,  and,  when 
necessary,  in  addition,  displaying  lighted  fusees. 

“When  signal  14  {d)  or  14  (e)  has  been  given  to  the  flagman,  and  safety 
to  the  train  will  permit,  he  may  return.  When  the  conditions  require  he  will 
leave  the  torpedoes  and  a lighted  fusee.” 

The  request  of  the  employees  in  this  matter  has  been  declined  by  Vice  Presi- 
dent tlix,  of  the  Virginian  Railway  Co.,  who  has  also  declined  to  join  in  sub- 
mitting this  dispute  between  the  company  and  its  employees  to  the  United  States 
Railroad  Labor  Board  in  accordance  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  Transpor- 
tation Act,  1920. 

Case  No.  645  submitted  to  Railway  Board  of  Adjustment  No.  1 by  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Seaboard  Air  Line  Railway  Co.  and  the  representatives  of  the 
locomotive  engineers  employed  thereon  is  similar  to  the  dispute  hereby  referred 
to  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board. 

Railway  Board  of  Adjustment  No.  1 referred  the  case  from  the  Seaboard 
Air  Line  Railway  to  the  Division  of  Operation,  United  States  Railroad  Admin- 
istration, for  disposition,  with  the  result  that  arrangements  were  made  for 
protecting  trains  at  stations,  water  tanks,  and  coaling  stations,  other  than  those 
located  within  yard  limits,  by  flagmen  being  required  to  flag  approaching  trains 
in  accordance  with  the  standard  rule. 

Employees'  position.  (1)  That  Special  Instruction  No.  3 on  the  Virginian 
Railway  relieves  trainmen  from  responsibility  of  protecting  trains  at  stations, 
water  tanks,  and  coaling  stations,  and  places  all  responsibility  on  the  engi- 
neer of  approaching  train. 

(2)  That  because  of  curvature  of  track,  smoke,  fog,  and  unfavorable  weather 
conditions,  the  engineer  approaching  stations,  water  tanks,  and  coaling  sta- 
tions is  unable  to  comply  with  the  literal  requirements  of  the  rule  for  the  reason 
that  to  operate  the  train  under  control  he  must  be  in  position  to  bring  it  to  a 
complete  stop  within  one-half  the  distance  he  can  see. 

(3)  That  this  rule  is  unfair,  unsafe,  and  discriminatory,  as  the  entire  respon- 
sibility of  train  operation  is  placed  on  the  engineer,  who,  under  certain  circum- 
stances, can  not  comply  therevuth  and  move  his  train. 

(4)  That,  in  the  interest  of  safety,  flagmen  should  protect  trains  standing  at 
stations,  water  tanks,  and  coaling  stations  not  within  yard  limits,  in  accordance 
with  standard  rule  99,  rather  than  attempt  to  protect  by  requiring  approaching 
trains  to  move  under  control. 

Cojni.er^s  position, — The  carrier  contends  that  the  promulgation  of 
operating  rules  is  solely  a managerial  question,  and  if  the  manage- 
ment of  the  railroad  is  to  be  held  responsible  for  its  safe,  efficient, 
and  economical  operation,  it  must  have  the  right  to  make  the  rules 
which  it  feels  will  result  in  that  operation,  and  that  the  rule  in  ques- 
tion is  one  which  the  management  decides  as  proper  to  operate  under ; 
therefore,  it  is  claimed  that  there  is  no  reason  for  change. 

Decision. — The  position  of  the  carrier  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  489,— DOCKET  470. 

Chicago,  lU.,  December  2,  1921. 

United  Association  of  Railway  Employees  of  North  America  v.  Chicago,  Mil- 
waukee & St,  Paul  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Dismissal  of  Harry  Doll  and  other  yardmen  without 
cause,  and  refusal  by  carrier  to  hear  a committee. 

Statement. — From  the  evidence  submitted  at  the  hearing  of  this 
case  it  developed  that  the  employees  in  question  were  taken  out  of 
service  at  various  periods  during  the  latter  months  of  1920  on  account 
of  their  application  for  employment  not  being  approved.  The  rule 
in  effect  did  not  require  an  investigation  where  the  application  for 
employment  was  rejected  within  120  days. 

Decision.— Labor  Board  is  unable  to  determine  wherein  any 
rules  were  violated  by  the  carrier.  The  case  is  therefore  dismissed. 
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DECISION  NO.  4S0.— DOCKET  575. 

Chicdgo,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

United  Association  of  Railway  Employees  of  North  America  v.  Chicago,  Terre 
Haute  & Southeastern  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Dismissal  of  Brakemen  Walter  Bepley,  William  Dres- 
sel.  L.  T.  Dwyer,  and  Charles  Craigle. 

Statement. — From  the  evidence  submitted  at  the  hearing  of  this 
case  it  developed  that  the  employees  in  question  Avere  taken  out  of 
the  service  on  Noa- ember  3,  1920,  on  account  of  their  applications  for 
employment  not  being  approA^ed. 

Decision. — The  Board  is  unable  to  determine  Avherein  any  rules 
Avere  Auolated  by  the  Carrier.  The  case  is  therefore  dismissed. 


DECISION  NO.  491.— DOCKET  583. 

Chicago,  TIL,  December  2,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  North- 
western Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Claim  for  one  hour  switching  by  Conductor  Brown  and 
creAv  after  arrival  at  terminal  in  short  turn-around  passenger  service 
on  December  24,  1919. 

Decision. — The  matter  complained  of  in  the  application  having  oc- 
curred before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  by  which 
the  Labor  Board  was  created,  the  Board  decides  that  it  is  without 
jurisdiction. 

The  application  is  therefore  dismissed. 


DECISION  NO.  492.— DOCKET  594. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

United  Association  of  Railway  Employees  of  North  America  v.  Pittsburgh  & 

Lake  Erie  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  reinstatement  of  A.  C.  Milhollan,  yard 
brakeman,  and  pay  for  all  time  lost  since  December  2,  1920,  date  of 
dismissal. 

Stdtenient. — Mr.  Milhollan  was  dismissed  from  the  serAuce  of  the 
Pittsburgh  & Lake  Erie  Bailroad  Co.  for  taking  lunch  period  on 
XoA’ember  22,  1920,  at  Newell,  Pa.,  Avithout  permission  from  Con- 
ductor Clark,  and  charged  with  delaying  work  assigned  to  the  creAv 
of  which  he  Avas  a member. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  has  carefully  considered  the  evidence 
submitted ; and  while  it  indicates  that  the  action  taken  by  the  carrier 
was  rather  severe,  the  action  of  a switchman  absenting  hirhself  from 
place  of  duty — especially  when  the  foreman  of  the  engine  was  attend- 
ing to  duties  which  took  him  away  from  the  engine  and  the  immediate 
vicinity  where  work  was  being  performed — was  not  justified. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 

99915°— 22 30 
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DEGISION  NO.  4^3.— DOCKET  596. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2, 1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Traiitmen  and  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v. 
Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & Omaha  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  for  reinstatement  of  Conductor  C.  E.  Kilburn, 
West  Division,  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & Omaha  Railway, 
and  pay  for  all  time  lost  since  May  1,  1920. 

Decision. — This  case  was  withdrawn  from  consideration  of  the 
Labor  Board  by  agreement  between  the  parties  interested. 


DECISION  NO.  494.— DOCKET  611. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors;  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen;  Brother- 
hood of  Locomotive  Engineers;  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and 
Enginemen  v.  Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railroad. 

Question. — Is  the  carrier  privileged  under  the  rules  of  agreements 
in  effect  to  rearrange  short  turnaround  passenger  runs  for  the  pur- 
pose of  avoiding  payment  of  excess  mileage  or  overtime,  if  by  doing 
so  they  establish  interdi visional  runs? 

Decision. — The  parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  a settlement  in  this 
case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by  the  Labor  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  495.— DOCKET  1236. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors;  Bi^herhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Chicago, 
St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & Omaha  Railway  Co. 

• Question. — Claim  for  reinstatement  of  T.  C.  Boland,  conductor, 
Northern  Division,  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & Omaha  Rail- 
way, who  was  dismissed  on  December  27,  1919. 

Decision. — The  matter  complained  of  in  the  application  having 
occurred  before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  by 
which  the  Labor  Board  was  created,  the  Board  decides  that  it  is 
without  jurisdiction. 

The  application  is  therefore  dismissed. 


DECISION  NO.  496.— DOCKET  285. 


Chicago,  III.,,  December  2,.  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  International  & Great  Northern  Railway. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  A.  L,  Callahan,  yard 
foreman,  and  pay  for  time  lost  since  September  21,  1920,  date  of  dis- 
missal. 
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8tater)i.ent. — Mr.  Callahan  left  his  crew  at  roundhouse.  Fort  Worth, 
Tex.,  about  3 p.  m.,  September  16,  1920,  and  went  uptown  in  viola- 
tion of  transportation  department  rule  306,  which  reads  as  follows : 

Employees  must  not  absent  themselves  from  duty  without  permission. 

Mr.  Callahan  turned  his  train  over  to  two  helpers  to  finish  the  day, 
in  violation  of  Article  XX  of  yardmen’s  agreement.  The  article 
reads  as  follows : 

AH  construction  and  maintenance  of  way  work  within  yards  limits  will  be 
handled  by  yardmen.  Crew  to  consist  of  foreman  and  two  helpers;  if  any  yard 
work  is  required,  full  switching  crew  to  be  provided. 

This  article  not-  to  apply  to  regular  assigned  work  crew  loading  or  unloading 
bridge  material  within  yard  limits,  provided  service  is  less  than  eight  hours. 

Mr.  Callahan  subsequently  claimed  more  than  a minimum  day  for 
September  16, 1920,  when  he  was  entitled  to  only  a minimum  day  from 
7 a.  m.  to  3 p.  m. 

From  statement  made  by  Mr.  Callahan  and  his  representatives,  it 
appears  that  he  had  permission  from  Roadmaster  Grizzle  that  he 
might  be  absent  a part  of  the  afternoon  in  question.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  carrier  contends  that  the  roadmaster  had  no  authority  to 
grant  such  permission  and  only  granted  same  so  far  as  he  (Grizzle) 
was  concerned,  and  that  Mr.  Callahan  was  or  should  have  been 
familiar  with  the  rule  which  placed  yard  crews  under  supervision  of 
general  yardmaster. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  contention  of  the 
employees  that  Yard  Foreman  A.  L.  Callahan  be  reinstated  and  paid 
for  time  lost  can  not  be  sustained,  and  the  claim  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  497.— DOCKET  286. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2.  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  and  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v. 
Houston  & Texas  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  and  pay  for  time  lost  since 
July  27, 1920,  by  J.  W.  Rowell,  brakeman. 

Decision. — Claim  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  498.— DOCKET  287. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2.  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 
Bangor  & Aroostook  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  Conductor  P.  N.  Clark 
with  pay  for  all  time  lost. 

Statement. — Mr.  Clark  was  dismissed  from  the  service  for  moving 
his  'train  in  an  opposing  direction  against  a first-class  train.  His 
train  had  passed  a point  named  Weeksboro  without  sufficient  time  to 
make  the  next  station  for  the  first-class  train.  Mr.  Clark  discovered 
the  error  and  stopped  the  train  by  applying  the  air  from  the  reaT. 
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After  the  train  was  stopped,  a back-up  si^al  was  given  to  the  en- 
gineer, and  the  train  backed  up  to  the  south  end  of  the  passing  track 
against  traffic  and  without  flag  protection. 

The  following  rules  govern : 

87.  An  inferior  train  must  keep  out  of  the  way  of  opposing  superior  trains, 
and  failing  to  clear  the  main  track  by  the  time  required  by  rule  must  be 
protected  as  prescribed  by  rule  99. 

Extra  trains  must  clear  the  time  of  opposing  regular  trains  not  less  than 
10  minutes,  unless  otherwise  provided,  and  will  be  governed  by  train  orders 
with  respect  to  opposing  extra  trains. 

88.  At  a meeting  point  between  trains  of  the  same  class,  the  inferior  train 
must  clear  the  main  track  before  the  leaving  time  of  the  superior  train. 

At  meeting  points  between  extra  trains,  the  train  in  the  inferior  time-table 
directions  must  take  the  siding  unless  otherwise  provided. 

Trains  must  pull  into  the  siding  when  practicable ; if  necessary  to  back  in, 
the  train  must  first  be  protected  as  prescribed  by  rule  99,  unless  otherwise 
provided. 

The  first  and  most  important  duty  of  a conductor  is  the  safety  of 
his  train,  for  which,  as  provided  in  rule  105,  the  conductor  and 
engineer  are  equally  responsible.  Rule  105  reads : 

105.  The  conductor  and;  the  engineer  are  jointly  and  equally  responsible 
for  the  safety  of  the  train  and  the  observance  of  the  rules,  and,  under  con- 
ditions not  provided  for  by  the  rules,  must  take  every  precaution  for  protection. 

By  causing  the  train  to  be  backed  down  main  line  at  Weeksboro 
after  having  passed  this  point,  without  first  waiting  a sufficient 
length  of  time  to  permit  a flagman  to  get  back  far  enough  to  protect 
such  movement,  Conductor  Clark  violated  the  operating  rules,  which 
is  not  denied  by  those  appearing  in  his  behalf.  Some  extenuating 
circumstances  are  urged,  and  upon  such  facts,  and  the  further  fact 
that  no  damage  resulted,  the  claim  for  reinstatement  is  based. 

Decision. — It  is  felt  that  in  consideration  of  all  conditions  sur- 
rounding this  case  the  permanent  dismissal  of  Conductor  Clark  was 
quite  severe,  but  the  Labor  Board  can  not  condone  the  violation  of  im- 
portant operating  rules  or  interfere  with  management  in  the  appli- 
cation thereof. 

The  request  for  reinstatement  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  499.— DOCKET  327. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

Railroad  Yardmasters  of  America  v.  Toledo  & Oldo  Central  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  Yardmasters  C.  E.  Gest, 
Paul  Seeds,  A.  L.  Graves,  W.  S.  McGee,  and  E.  E.  Tinkham. 

Decision. — After  carefully  considering  all  facts  and  circumstances 
in  connection  with  this  case,  the  claim  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  500.— DOCKET  471. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

United  Association  of  Railway  Employees  of  North  America  v.  Belt  Railway 

Co.  of  Chicago. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  and  pay  for  time  lost  by  22 
yard  brakemen  and  yard  conductors,  dismissed  on  June  25,  1921,  for 
inefficient  service. 
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Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  request  can  not  be 
granted,  as  the  carrier  was  justified  in  taking  the  action  it  did  to  re- 
lieve a condition  that  apparently  could  not  otherwise  be  corrected. 
The  claim  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  501.— DOCKET  475. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  12,  1921. 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  et  al.  v.  United  Brotherhood  of 
Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers. 

Subject  of  the  dispute. — This  decision  is  upon  a controversy  or 
dispute  between  an  organization  of  employees  of  carriers  and  the 
carriers  named  below.  The  subject  matter  of  the  dispute  is  what 
shall  constitute  just  and  reasonable  rules  and  working  conditions. 

Parties  to  the  disjmte. — The  carriers  parties  hereto,  each  of  which 
has  a dispute  on  one  or  more  of  the  rules  hereinafter  set  out,  are: 
Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co. 

Grand  Canyon  Railway  Co. 

Gulf,  Colorado  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co. 

Panhandle  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co. 

Rio  Grande,  El  Paso  & Santa  Fe  Railroad  Co. 

Baltimore  & Ohio  Chicago  Terminal  Railroad  Co. 

Bangor  <&  Aroostook  Railroad  Co. 

Belt  Railway  Co.  of  Chicago. 

Boston  & Maine  Railroad. 

Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  Co. 

Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  Co.  of  Indiana. 

Chicago  & Alton  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 

-ff  Chicago  Great  Western  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago,  Indianapolis  & Louisville  Railway  Co. 

Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railway  Co. 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Gulf  Railway  Co. 

Chicago,  Peoria  & St.  Louis  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & Omaha  Railway  Co. 

Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co. 

Chicago  Junction  Railway  Co. 

Chicago  River  & Indiana  Railroad  Co. 

Cincinnati  Northern  Railroad  Co. 

Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad  Co. 

Denver  & Rio  Grande  Railroad. 

Denver  Union  Terminal  Railway  Co. 

Duluth,  South  Shore  & Atlantic  Railway  Co. 

Mineral  Range  Railroad. 

El  Paso  & Southwestern  System. 

Erie  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago  & Erie  Railroad. 

' • New  Jersey  & New  York  Railroad. 

New  York,  -Susquehanna  & Western  Railroad. 

Wilkes-Barre  & Eastern  Railroad. 
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Evansville^  Indianapolis  & Terre  Haute  Railway  Co, 

Fort  Worth  & Denver  City  Railway  Co. 

Wichita  Valley  Railway  Co. 

Fort  Worth  Belt  Railway  Co. 

Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 

Gulf  Coasts  Lines. 

Houston  Belt  & Terminal  Railway  Co. 

Hocking  Valley  Railway  Co. 

Indianapolis  Union  Railvvay  Co. 

International  & Great  Northern  Railway. 

Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Railroad  Co. 

Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Railway  Co,  of  Texas, 

Kansas  City  Terminal  Railway  Co. 

Lake  Erie  & Western  Railroad  Co. 

Fort  Wayne,  Cincinnati,  Louisville  Railroad  Co. 

Lehigh  & Hudson  River  Railway  Co. 

Lehigh  & New  England  Railroad  Co. 

Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Long  Island  Railroad  Co. 

Louisville  & Jeffersonville  Bridge  & Railroad  Co. 

Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad.  Co. 

Louisville,  Henderson  & St.  Louis  Railway  Co. 

Maine  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Portland  Terminal  Co. 

Michigan  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Midland  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Minneapolis  & St.  Louis  Railroad  Co. 

Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sault  Ste.  Marie  Railway  Co. 

Minnesota  & Intemational  Railway  Co.  ^ 

Big  Fork  & International  Falls  Railway  Co. 

Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway. 

Missouri  Kansas  & Texas  Railway  of  Texas. 

Wichita  Falls  & Northwestern  Railway. 

Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad  Co. 

Columbus  & Greenville  Railroad  Co. 

Monongahela  Railway  Co. 

Nashville,  Cliattanooga.  & St.  Louis  Railway. 

New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.  * 

Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

North V76stern  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co.  and  its  subsidiary  companies,  includ- 
ing Fort  Street  Union  Depot  Co.,  of  Detroit,  Mich. 
Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac  Railroad  Co. 

Rutland  Railroad  Co. 

Seaboard  Air  Line  Railway  Co. 

St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway  Co. 

Brownwood  North  & South  Railway  Co. 

Fort  Worth  & Rio  Grande  Railway  Co. 

St.  Louis-San  Francisco  & Texas  Railway  Co. 

San  Antonio,  Uvalde  & Gulf  Railroad. 

Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 
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Spokane,  Portland  & Seattle  Railway  Co. 

Oregon  Electric  Railway  Co. 

Oregon  Trunk  Railway. 

Tennessee  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Terminal  Railroad  Association  of  St.  Louis. 

Texas  & Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Railway  Co. 

Toledo,  Peoria  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Trinity  & Brazos  Valley  Railway  Co. 

Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Ogden  Union  Railway  & Depot  Co. 

Oregon  Short  Line  Railroad  Co. 

Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

St.  Joseph  & Grand  Island  Railway  Co. 

St.  Joseph  Terminal  Railroad  Co. 

Virginian  Railway  Co. 

Wabash  Railway  Co. 

W^estern  Maryland  Railway  Co. 

Western  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Wheeling  & Lake  Erie  Railway  Co. 

Lorain  & West  Virginia  Railway  Co. 

Zanesville  & Western  Railway  Co. 

The  organization  party  hereto,  which  has  a dispute  with  each  of 
the  carriers  on  one  or  more  of  the  rules  hereinafter  set  out,  is : 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 
way Shop  Laborers. 

Nature  of  the  proceeding. — Pursuant  to  Decision  No.  119  and  in 
conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  a 
large  number  of  carriers  have  held  conferences  on  rules  and  work- 
ing conditions  with  the  representatives  of  their  respective  employees. 

Each  of  these  carriers  individually  negotiated  with  its  own  em- 
ployees, and  they  jointly  certified  to  the  Railroad  Labor  Board  the 
rules  upon  which  they  agreed  and  those  upon  which  they  disagreed, 
with  the  respective  proposals  of  the  parties  as  to  the  latter;  there- 
fore, each  of  the  carriers  j)arties  to  this  decision  has  a dispute  with 
its  employees  on  one  or  more  of  the  rules.  There  are  still  other 
carriers  which  have  not  yet  completed  their  negotiations. 

In  deciding  the  disputes  between  the  various  carriers  and  their 
respective  employees  relative  to  said  rules,  the  Board  gave  careful 
consideration  to  the  submissions  filed  by  the  respective  parties  at  the 
original  hearing,  including  a vast  amount  of  evidence,  data,  and 
arguments — oral,  written,  and  documentary — and  information  gath- 
ered by  its  own  forces,  as  well  as  to  the  written  arguments  filed  along 
with  the  certification  of  the  disputed  rules. 

Decision. — The  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  acting  under 
authority  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  and  in  furtherance  of  the 
purpose  of  said  act,  has  decided  that  the  rules  hereinafter  set  out, 
corresponding  to  the  rules  of  the  national  agreements,  are  just  and 
reasonable.  Reference  is  made  to  the  numbers  of  these  rules  in  the 
national  agreement,  because  they  are  not  numbered  uniformly  in  the 
submissions  from  the  various  carriers. 
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The  rules  approved  by  the  Labor  Board,  hereby  made  effective 
December  16,  1921,  on  the  roads  upon  which  they  are  applicable,  are 
as  follows : 

Hours  or  Service  and  Working  Conditions  Governing  E:mplotees 

Herein  Named. 

ARTICLE  I. SCOPE. 

These  rules  govern  the  hours  of  service  and  working  conditions 
of  .all  employees  in  the  maintenance  of  way  department  (not  in- 
cluding supervisory  forces  above  the  rank  of  foreman),  shop  and 
roundhouse  laborers  (including  their  gang  leaders),  transfer  and 
turntable  operators,  engine  watchmen,  pumpers,  highway  crossing 
watchmen,  and  all  other  employees  performing  work  properly  recog- 
nized as  work  belonging  to  and  coming  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
maintenance  of  way  department,  except  as  provided  in  decisions  of 
the  United  States  Eailroad  Labor  Board  on  disputes  submitted 
under  Decision  No.  119  for  other  crafts  or  classes. 

They  supersede  all  rules,  practices,  and  working  conditions  in  con- 
flict therewith. 

ARTICLE  IV. DISCIPLINE  AND  GRIEVANCES.  . 

[a)  Advice  of  cause. — Employees  disciplined  or  dismissed  will  be 
advised  of  the  cause  for  such  action,  in  writing,  if  requested  within 
10  days. 

(&)  II  earing  .—An  employee  disciplined  or  who  feels  unjustly 
treated  shall,  upon  making  a written  request  to  the  immediate  supe- 
rior within  10  dsijs  from  date  of  advice,  be  given  a fair  and  impar- 
tial hearing  within  10  days  thereafter  and  a decision  will  be  ren- 
dered v/ithin  20  days  after  completion  of  hearing.  Such  employee 
may  select  not  to  exceed  three  employees  to  assist  at  the  hearing. 

(c)  Transcript. — A transcript  of  an  employee’s  evidence  when 
taken  in  writing  will  be  furnished  only  to  such  employee  upon  veri- 
fjdng  and  signing  same. 

{d)  Copies  for  committee. — A copy  of  all  the  evidence  taken  in 
writing  at  the  hearing  will  be  promptly  made  available  for  use  of  a 
properly  constituted  committee,  when  required,  in  handling  cases  on 
appeal  of  Avhich  notice  has  been  given  in  accordance  with  section 
(e)  of  this  article. 

(e)  Appeal.— An  employee  dissatisfied  with  a decision  will  have 
the  right  to  appeal  in  succession  up  to  and  including  the  highest 
official  designated  by  the  management  to  handle  such  cases,  if  notice 
of  appeal  is  given  the  official  rendering  the  decision  within  10  days 
thereafter.  The  right  of  the  employee  to  be  assisted  by  duly  ac- 
credited representatives  of  the  employee  is  recognized. 

(/)  Exoneration. — If  the  charge  against  the  employee  is  not  sus- 
tained, it  shall  be  stricken  from  the  record.  If  by  reason  of  such 
unsustained  charge  the  employee  has  been  removed  from  position 
held,  reinstatement  will  be  made  and  payment  allowed  for  the  as- 
signed working  hours  actually  lost  while  out  of  the  service  of  the 
railroad,  at  not  less  than  the  rate  of  pay  of  position  formerly  held 
or  for  the  difference  in  rate  of  pay  earned  in  or  out  of  the  service. 
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{g)  Pending  decision. — Prior  to  the  assertion  of  grievances  as 
herein  provided,  and  while  questions  of  grievances  are  pending, 
there  will  be  neither  a shutdown  by  the  employer  nor  a suspension  of 
work  by  the  employees.  - 

{h)  Leave  of  absence. — Employees  serving  on  committees,  on  suf- 
ficient notice,  shall  be  granted  leave  of  absence  and  free  transporta- 
tion for  the  adjustment  of  differences  between  the  railroad  and  its 
employees. 

ARTICLE  V.' — HOURS  OF  SERVICE,  O^’ERTIME,  AND  CALLS. 

(al)  A day^s  work. — Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules, 
eight  (8)  consecutive  hours,  exclusive  of  the  meal  period,  sliall  con- 
stitute a day’s  work. 

(a2)  For  regular  operations  requiring  continuous  hours,  eight  (8) 
consecutive  hours  without  meal  period  may  be  assigned  as  constitut- 
ing a day's  work,  in  which  case  not  to  exceed  twenty  (20)  minutes 
shall  be  allowed  in  which  to  eat  without  deduction  in  pay,  when  the 
nature  of  the  work  permits. 

{a^)  Hours  paid  for. — Except  by  mutual  agreement,  regularly 
established  daily  working  hours  will  not  be  reduced  below  eight  (8) 
to  avoid  making  force  reductions. 

When  less  than  eight  (8)  hours  are  worked  for  convenience  of  em- 
ployees, or  when  regularly  assigned  for  service  of  less  than  eight  (8) 
hours  on  Sundays  and  holidays,  or  when  due  to  inclement  weather  in- 
terruptions occur  to  regular  established  work  period  preventing  eight 
(8)  hours’  work,  only  actual  hours  worked  or  held  on  duty  wdll  be 
paid  for.  except  as  provided  in  these  rules. 

{oA)  Eliminated. 

(<25 ) Sunday  work  fidl-day  ^6W<96?.—Except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided in  these  rules,  time  worked  on  Sundays  and  the  following  holi- 
days—namely,  New  Year’s  Day,  Washington’s  Birthday,  Decoration 
Day,  Fourth  of  July,  Labor  Day,  Thanksgiving  Day,  and  Christmas- — 
shall  be  paid  for  at  the  pro  rata  hourly  rate  when  the  entire  number 
of  hours  constituting  the  regular  week-day  assignment  are  worked. 

(<z6)  Sunday  vwrk  less  than  full-day  period. — Except  as  other- 
wise provided  in  these  rules,  when  assigned,  notified,  or  called  to 
work  on  Sundays  and/or  the  above  specified  holidays  a less  number 
of  hours  than  constitutes  a day's  work  within  the  limits  of  the  regular 
week-day  assignment,  employees  shall  be  paid  a minimum  of  three 
(3)  hours  for  two  (2)  hours’  work  or  less,  and  at  the  pro  rata  hourly 
rate  after  the  second  hour  of  each  tour  of  duty. 

(aT)  Overtime. — Eliminated. 

(«8)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules,  the  ninth  and 
tenth  hours  when  worked  continuous  with  regular  work  period  shall 
be  paid  for  at  pro  rata  hourly  rate ; beyond  the  tenth  hour  shall  be 
paid  for  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  time  on  the  minute  basis. 

(<29)  Calls. — Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  rules,  em- 
ployees notified  or  called  to  perform  work  not  continuous  with  the 
regular  work  period,  will  be  allowed  a minimum  of  three  (3)  hours 
for  two  (2)  hours’  work  or  less.  If  held  on  duty  in  excess  of  two  (2) 
hours,,  time  and  one-half  time  will  be  allowed  on  the  minute  basis. 

{alO)  Service  in  advance  of  luork  period. — Except  as  otherwise 
provided  in  these  rules,  employees  will  be  allowed  time  and  one-half 
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time  on  minute  basis  for  service  performed  continuous  with  and  in 
advance  of  regular  work  period. 

(all)  Eliminated. 

(al2)  Watchmen,  etc. — ^Positions  not  requiring  continuous  man- 
ual labor,  such  as  camp  cooks  and  camp  attendants,  track,  tunnel, 
bridge  and  highway  crossing  watchmen,  flagmen  at  railway  non- 
interlocked  crossings,  lamp  men,  pumpers,  engine  watchmen  at  iso- 
lated points,  steam-shovel,  pile-driver,  crane  and  ditcher  watchmen, 
will  be  paid  a monthly  rate  to  cover  all  service  rendered.  For  new 
positions  this  monthly  rate  shall  be  based  on  the  hours  and  compensa- 
tion for  positions  of  a similar  kind.  If  assigned  hours  are  increased 
or  decreased  the  monthly  rate  shall  be  adjusted  pro  rata  as  the  hours 
of  service  in  the  new  assignment  bear  to  the  hours  of  service  in  the 
present  assignment.  The  hours  of  employees  covered  by  this  rule 
shall  not  be  reduced  below  eight  (8)  per  day  for  six  days  per  week. 

Exceptions  to  the  foregoing  paragraph  shall  be  made  for  individual 
positions  at  busy  crossings  or  other  places  requiring  continuous  alert- 
ness and  application,  when  agreed  to  between  the  management  and  a 
committee  of  employees.  For  such  excepted  positions  the  foregoing 
paragraph  shall  not  apply. 

(Z))  Intermittent  service.- — No  assigned  hours  will  be  designated 
for  employees  performing  intermittent  service  requiring  them  to 
work,  wait,  or  travel,  as  regulated  by  train  service  and  the  character 
of  their  work,  and  where  hours  can  not  be  definitely  regulated. 

(cl)  Beginning  and  end  of  day. — The  starting  time  of  the  work 
period  shall  be  arranged  by  mutual  understanding  between  the  local 
officers  and  the  employees’  committee  based  on  actual  service  require- 
ments. 

(c2)  Provided  for  in  1 of  Article  V. 

3)  Provided  for  in  1 of  Article  V. 

(cl)  Provided  for  in  1 of  Article  Y. 

((?  5)  Provided  for  in  c 1 of  Article  Y. 

(^7  6)  Provided  for  in  1 of  Article  Y. 

(dl)  Meal  period. — The  time  and  length  of  the  lunch  period  shall 
be  subject  to  mutual  agreement. 

(d  2)  Work  during  meal  period. — If  the  meal  period  is  not  af- 
forded within  the  allowed  or  agreed  time  limit  and  is  worked,  the 
meal  period  shall  be  paid  for  at  pro  rata  rate  and  20  minutes,  with 
pay,  in  which  to  eat  shall  be  afforded  at  the  first  opportunity. 

(^3)  Length  of  Tmal  period. — Eliminated. 

(e)  Determining  hourly  rate. — To  compute  the  hourly  rate  of 
monthly-rated  employees,  divide  the  monthly  salary  by  204.  In  de- 
termining the  hourly  rate  fractions,  less  than  one-half  of  1 cent  shall 
be  dropped ; one-half  cent  or  over  to  be  counted  as  1 cent. 

(/)  Travel  time  in  camp  cars. — Employees  required  by  the  man- 
agement to  travel  on  or  off  their  assigned  territory  in  boarding  cars 
will  be  allowed  straight  time  traveling  during  regular  working 
hours,  and  for  Sundays  and  holidays  during  hours  established 
for  work  periods  on  other  days. 

(g)  Authority  for  overtime. — No  overtime  hours  will  be  worked 
without  authority  of  a superior  officer,  except  in  case  of  emergency 
where  advance  authority  is  not  obtainable. 

(h)  Supervisory  employees. — Employees  whose  responsibilities 
and/or  supervisory  duties  require  service  in  excess  of  the  working 
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hours  or  days  assigned  for  the  general  force  will  be  compensated  on  a 
monthly  rate  to  cover  all  services  rendered,  except  that  when  such 
employees  are  required  to  perform  work  which  is  not  a part  of  their 
responsibilities  or  supervisory  duties  on  Sundays  or  in  excess  of 
the  established  working  hours,  such  work  will  be  paid  for  on  the 
basis  provided  in  these  rules  in  addition  to  the  monthly  rate.  Sec- 
tion foremen  required  to  walk  or  patrol  track  on  Sundays  shall  be 
paid  therefor  on  the.  bases  provided  in  these  rules  in  addition  to 
the  monthly  rate. 

{i)  Assignments  traveling, — Employees  temporarily  or  perma- 
nently assigned  to  duties  requiring  variable  hours,  working  on  or 
traveling  over  an  assigned  territory  and  away  from  and  out  of 
reach  of  their  regular  boarding  and  lodging  places  or  outfit  cars, 
will  provide  board  and  lodging  at  their  own  expense  and  wdll  be 
allowed  time  at  the  rate  of  10  hours  per  day  at  pro  rata  rates,  and 
in  addition  pay  for  actual  time  worked  in  excess  of  eight  hours  on 
the  bases  provided  in  these  rules,  excluding  time  traveling  or  wait- 
ing. When  working  at  points  accessible  to  regular  boarding  and 
lodging  places  or  outfit  cars,  the  provisions  of  this  rule  will  not 
apply. 

(y)  Reporting  and  not  used, — Eegular  section  laborers  required  to 
report  at  usual  starting  time  and  place  for  the  day’s  work  and  when 
conditions  prevent  work  being  performed  will  be  allowed  a mini- 
mum of  three  hours.  If  held  on  duty  over  three  hours,  actual  time 
so  held  will  be  paid  for. 

Employees  whose  regular  assignment  is  less  than  three  hours  are 
not  covered  by  this  rule.  (This  paragraph  is  to  cover  regular  as- 
signments, such  as  care  of  switch  lamps  or  other  duties  requiring 
short  periods  on  Sundays  or  other  days  for  special  purposes.) 

(^2)  AhsorMng  overtime, — Employees  will  not  be  required  to  sus- 
pend, work  after  starting  any  daily  assigned  work  period,  for  the 
purpose  of  absorbing  overtime. 

(?)  Reductums. — Gangs  will  not  be  laid  off  for  short  periods  when 
proper  reduction  of  expenses  can  be  accomplished  by  first  la^dng  off 
the  junior  men.  This  will  not  operate  against  men  in  the  same  gang 
dividing  time. 

(^?^)  Travel  time, — The  employees  not  in  outfit  cars  will  be  allowed 
straight  time  when  traveling  by  train  by  direction  of  the  manage- 
ment, during  regular  work  period,  and  one-half-time  rate  during 
overtime  hours,  whether  on  or  off  assigned  territory. 

Employees  will  not  be  allowed  time  while  traveling  in  the  exercise 
of  seniority  rights,  or  between  their  homes  and  designated  assembly 
points,  or  for  other  personal  reasons. 

{n)  Meals  and  lodging. — In  emergency  cases,  employees  taken  off 
their  assigned  territory  to  work  elsewhere  will  be  furnished  meals 
and  lodging  by  the  railroad  if  not  accompanied  by  their  outfit  cars. 
This  rule  not  to  apply  to  employees  customarily  carrying  midday 
lunches  and  not  being  held  away  from  their  assigned  territory  an 
unreasonable  time  beyond  the  evening  meal  hour. 

(o)  Witnesses. — Employees  required  to  attend  court  at  the  request 
of  the  management  or  to  appear  as  witnesses  for  the  railroad  will 
receive  the  same  pay  per  day  for  every  day  held  as  they  would  have 
received  for  the  regular  hours  of  their  assignment.  They  will  be  fur- 
nished necessary  transportation  and  allowed  necessary  traveling  and 
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living  expenses  while  away  from  home.  Any  fees  or  mileage  accru- 
ing will  be  assigned  to  the  railroad. 

{p)  Oompo site  service, — An  employee  working  on  more  than  one 
class  of  work  four  hours  or  more  on  any  day  will  be  allowed  the 
higher  rate  of  pay  for  the  entire  day.  When  temporarily  assigned 
by  the  proper  officer  to  a lower-rated  position,  his  rate  of  pay  will 
not  be  reduced. 

{q)  Female  employees. — The  pay  of  female  employees  for  the  same 
class  of  work  shall  be  the  same  as  that  of  men  and  their  working 
conditions  must  be  healthful  and  fitted  to  their  needs.  The  laws  en- 
acted for  the  government  of  their  employment  must  be  observed. 

ARTICLE  VI. GENERAL. 

{a)  Discriminatio'n. — There  will  be  no  discrimination  on  account 
of  membership  or  nonmembership  in  an  association  of  employees. 
Employees  serving  on  committees  will,  on  sufficient  notice,  be  granted 
leave  of  absence  and  such  free  transportation  as  is  consistent  with 
the  regulations  of  the  railroad,  when  called  for  committee  work. 

(6)  Consent  to  tromsfer. — Except  for  temporary  service,  employees 
will  not  be  transferred  to  another  division  unless  they  so  desire. 

(c)  Camp  cars. — It  v/ill  be  the  policy  to  maintain  camp  cars  in 
good  and  sanitary  condition,  to  furnish  bathing  facilities  when 
practicable  and  desired  by  the  employees,  and  to  provide  sufficient 
means  of  ventilation  and  air  space.  All  dining  and  sleeping  cars 
will  be  screened  when  necessary.  Permanent  camp  cars  used  for 
road  service  will  be  equipped  with  springs  consistent  with  safety 
and  character  of  car  and  comfort  of  employees.  It  will  be  the 
duty  of  the  foreman  to  see  that  cars  are  kept  clean.  When  neces- 
sary in  the  judgment  of  the  management,  kitchen  and  dining  cars 
will  be  furnished  and  equipped  with  stoves,  utensils,  and  dishes  in 
proper  proportion  to  the  number  of  men  to  be  accommodated. 

Cd)  Water. — The  carrier  will  see  to  it  that  an  adequate  supply 
of  water  suitable  for  domestic  uses  is  made  available  to  employees 
living  in  its  buildings,  camps,  or  outfit  cars.  Where  it  must  be 
transported  and  stored  in  receptacles,  they  shall  be  well  adapted  to 
the  purpose. 

(e)  Week-end  visits. — Employees  will  be  allowed,  when  in  the 
judgment  of  the  management  conditions  permit,  to  make  week-end 
trips  to  their  homes.  Free  transportation  will  be  furnished  con- 
sistent with  the  regulations.  Any  time  lost  on  this  account  will 
not  be  paid  for. 

(/)  Tools. — The  carriers  will  furnish  the  employees  such  general 
tools  as  are  necessary  to  perform  their  work,  except  such  tools  as 
are  customarily  furnished  by  skilled  workmen. 

(^)  Transferring  household  goods. — Employees  transferred  from 
one  location  to  another  by  direction  of  the  management  will  be  en- 
titled to  move  their  household  effects  without  payment  of  freight 
charges. 

(A)  Employees  transferring  from  one  location  to  another  in  exer- 
cising their  seniority  rights  will  be  entitled  to  move  their  household 
effects  without  payment  of  freight  charges  only  once  in  each  12- 
month  period. 
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(k)  Co7itroversies. — Eliminated. 

(/)  Rates. — Eliminated. 

{m)  Date  effective  and  changes. — This  agreement  shall  be  effect- 
ive as  of  December  16,  1921,  and  shall  continue  in  effect  until  it  is 
changed  as  provided  herein  or  under  the  provisions  of  the  Trans- 
portation Act,  1920. 

Should  either  of  the  parties  to  this  agreement  desire  to  revise  or 
modify  these  rules,  30  days’  written  advance  notice,  containing  the 
proposed  changes,  shall  be  given  and  conferences  shall  be  held  im- 
mediately on  the  expiration  of  said  notice  unless  another  date  is 
mutually  agreed  upon. 


GENERAL  INSTRUCTIONS. 

Section  1.  Application  of  adopted  niles. — The  rules  approved  by 
the  Labor  Board  shall  apply  to  each  of  the  carriers  parties  to  the 
dispute  (Docket  4T5)  covered  by  this  decision,  except  in  such  in- 
stances as  any  particular  carrier  may  have  agreed  with  its  em- 
ployees upon  any  one  or  more  of  such  rules,  in  which  case  the  rule 
or  rules  agreed  upon  by  the  carrier  and  its  employees  shall  apply 
on  said  road. 

Sec.  2.  Disposition  of  eliminated  rales. — The  rules  eliminated  by 
the  Labor  Board  shall  cease  and  terminate,  except  in  such  instances 
as  any  particular  carrier  may  have  agreed  or  may  hereafter  agree 
with  its  employees  upon  any  one  or  more  of  such  rules,  in  which  case 
the  rule  or  rules  agreed  upon  by  the  carrier  and  its  employees  shall 
apply  on  said  road. 

Sec.  3.  Disposition  of  omitted  7ndes. — Because  a very  large  ma- 
jority of  the  carriers  and  their  employees  have  agreed  upon  the 
major  part  of  Article  II,  comprising  the  seniority  rules,  and  Article 
III,  which  governs  promotions,  these  articles  are  omitted  in  their 
entirety.  In  further  negotiations  attention  is  again  directed  to 
Principle  11,  Exhibit  B,  of  Decision  No.  119,  which  provides  that — 

The  principle  of  seniority  long  applied  to  the  railroad  service  is  sound  and 
should  he  adhered  to.  It  should  be  so  applied  as  not  to  cause  undue  impairment 
of  the  service. 

The  Labor  Board  believes  that  certain  other  subject  matters  now 
regulated  by  the  rules  of  the  national  agreement  may  not  be  covered 
in  all  localities  by  rules  of  general  application,  and  require  further 
consideration  by  the  parties  directly  concerned. 

The  omission  of  the  rules  governing  the  above  matters  is  indicated 
herein  hj  not  including  the  number  of  the  article  or  the  section 
thereof,  as  the  case  may  be,  as  used  in- the  national  agreement,  and 
all  such  rules  which  involve  a dispute  between  a particular  carrier 
and  its  employees  are  hereby  remanded  to  said  carrier  and  its  em- 
ployees for  the  purpose  of  adjustment  under  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 301  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 

Sec.  4.  Interpretation  of  this  decision. — The  rules  herein  adopted, 
where  similar  to  the  rules  in  the  national  agreement,  are  not  to  be 
understood  or  construed  as  carrying  with  them  the  interpretations 
placed  on  same  by  the  United  States  Eailroad  Administration,  by 
the  adjustment  boards,  or  by  other  agencies  acting  under  said  ad- 
ministration, but  are  to  be  considered  and  construed  as  new  rules 
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adopted  by  the  Labor  Board  in  accordance  with  the  Transportation’ 
Act,  1920,  and  the  principles  announced  in  Decision  No.  119.  ! 

Should  a dispute  arise  between  the  management  and  the  employees 
of  any  of  the  carriers  as  to  the  meaning  or  intent  of  tliis  clecision 
which  can  not  be  decided  in  conference  between  the  parties  directly 
interested,  such  dispute  shall  be  handled  in  the  manner  provided  by 
the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 


DECISION  NO.  502.— DOCKET  457. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  10,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis  Railway. 

<2'W€5z^i<9^.—Shall  the  above-named  carrier  negotiate  an  agreement 
with  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  containing  rules  govern- 
ing working  conditions  of  clerical  employees? 

Decision.- — Basing  this  decision  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  the 
Labor  Board  decides  that  the  request  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees for  the  right  to  make  an  agreement  with  the  carrier  covering 
working  conditions  of  clerical  employees  is  denied. 

Nothing  in  this  decision  shall  be  understood  to  infringe,  however, 
upon  the  right  of  employees  not  members  of  the  organization  repre- 
senting the  majority  to  present  a grievance  either  in  person  or  by 
representatives  of  their  choice. 


DECISION  NO.  503.— DOCKET  918. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  12,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Florida  East  Coast  Railway  Co. 

Question.—^hM  the  above-named  carrier  negotiate  an  agreement 
with  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  or  with  the  Florida  East 
Coast  Railway  Clerks’  Association  covering  rules  and  working  con- 
ditions for  the  government  of  employees  in  clerical  and  station 
service  ? 

Statement.— Vipon  the  issuance  of  Decision  No.  119  of  the  Labor 
Board,  a committee  representing  the  Florida  East  Coast  Railway 
Clerks’  Association  conferred  with  the  carrier  and  presented  evidence 
which  the  carrier  considered  was  sufficient  to  show  that  said  organi- 
zation represented  a majority  of  the  employees  in  clerical  service  as 
contemplated  by  Principle  15  of  said  decision.  Subsequent  negotia- 
tions between  the  representatives  of  the  carrier  and  committee  repre- 
senting the  organization  named  resulted  in  the  execution  of  an  agree- 
ment between  the  carrier  and  said  committee  governing  working  con- 
ditions of  clerical  employees,  effective  June  1,  1921. 
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The  committee  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Bail  way  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  contends 
that  when  conference  with  the  carrier  was  sought  pursuant  to  Deci- 
sion No.  119  in  May,  1920,  they  presented  a list  of  192  clerical  em- 
ployees on  the  line  of  the  carrier  who  had  signified  a desire  to  be 
represented  by  their  committee,  and  this  number,  it  is  claimed,  con- 
stituted a majority  of  the  clerical  employees  on  the  system. 

The  committee  further  contends  that  the  list  of  clerical  employees 
represented  by  the  Florida  East  Coast  Railway  Clerks’  Association 
includes  some  employees  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  agree- 
ment, and  that  if  such  employees  were  eliminated,  the  committee  rep- 
resenting the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  would  have  a majority. 
The  brotherhood  therefore  requests  that  the  Labor  Board  direct  the 
carrier  to  negotiate  an  agreement  covering  clerical  employees  with 
their  committee  in  accordance  with  Principle  15  of  Decision  No.  119 ; 
and  if  the  carrier  is  not  satisfied  as  to  what  organization  is  duly  au- 
thorized to  represent  said  employees  in  the  negotiations  on  rules,  the 
same  course  should  be  pursued  by  the  carrier  and  the  employees  to 
settle  that  point  as  is  set  out  in  Decisions  Nos.  218  and  220. 

The  carrier  states  that  when  Decision  No.  119  was  issued  a commit- 
tee representing  the  Florida  East  Coast  Railway  Clerks’  Association 
requested  a conference  wdth  the  management  to  negotiate  an  agree- 
ment. This  committee  presented  evidence  of  representing  a majority 
of  the  clerks,  and  the  carrier  thereupon  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  said  committee,  effective  June  1,  1921.  The  carrier  contends 
that  the  evidence  is  conclusive  that  the  Florida  East  Coast  Railway 
Clerks’  Association  represented  a majority  of  the  clerical  employees 
in  the  service,  and  that  their  action  in  negotiating  an  agreement  with 
the  committee  was  in  accordance  with  Principle  15  of  Decision  No. 
119. 

At  hearing  conducted  by  the  Labor  Board  on  November  9,  1921, 
representatives  of  the  carrier  and  of  the  two  organizations  involved 
were  present.  Evidence  was  presented  to  show  that  in  May,  1921, 
there  was  a total  of  428  clerical  employees  in  the  carrier’s  service, 
and  that  of  this  number  the  Florida  East  Coast  Railway  Clerks’  As- 
sociation presented  signatures  of  256  clerical  employees,  who,  in 
May,  1921,  had  signified  a desire  to  be  represented  by  that  associa- 
tion. It  was  later  conceded  that  this  number  included  17  clerical 
supervisoiy  employees — leaving  a balance  of  239  employees.  The 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees  presented  a list  of  192  employees, 
who,  in  May,  1921,  had  signified  a desire  to  be  represented  by  that 
organization,  and  it  was  later  conceded  by  the  employees  that  this 
number  included  18  employees  who  were  not  actually  clerks — leaving 
a total  of  174  employees. 

Decis^ion. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  Florida  East  Coast 
Railway  Clerks’  Association  represented  a majority  of  the  clerical 
employees  in  the  service  of  the  carrier  named  and  had  the  right  to 
negotiate  an  agreement  with  the  carrier  in  May,  1921,  which  shall 
apply  to  all  classes  of  clerical  employees  included  within  the  scope 
of  said  agreement. 
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This  agreement  shall  not  infringe  upon  the  right  of  employees  not 
members  of  the  organization  representing  the  majority  to  present 
grievances  either  in  person  or  by  representatives  of  their  own  choice. 


DECISION  NO.  504.— DOCKET  1258. 

Chicago,  111.,  December  12,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — (1)  Shall  the  railroad  company  negotiate  with  the 
federated  committee  representing  the  employees  composed  of  the 
various  crafts — machinists,  boilermakers,  blacksmiths,  sheet-metal 
workers,  electrical  workers,  and  carmen — one  agreement  to  apply  to 
all  employees  who  perform  any  of  the  work  included  in  the  classi- 
fication of  the  various  crafts  irrespective  of  the  department,  namely, 
mechanical,  maintenance  of  way,  signal,  or  telegraph,  of  the  railroad 
in  which  they  may  be  employed  ? 

(2)  What  is  the  proper  application  of  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision 
No.  119,  and  what  effect  does  Decision  No.  222  have  upon ‘this  ad- 
dendum as  it  applies  to  employees  involved  in  this  dispute  ? 

Statew.ent. — The  evidence  submitted  indicates  that  pursuant  to  De- 
cision No.  119,  issued  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board 
April  14,  1921,  arrangements  were  effected  by  the  Louisville  & Nash- 
ville Railroad  Co.  and  the  chairman  of  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts 
to  confer  on  May  10,  1921,  with  a view  to  negotiating  an  agreement 
covering  rules  and  working  conditions  for  mechanics  and  helpers  em- 
ployed in  certain  departments  of  the  railroad. 

Minutes  of  the  various  conferences  were  recorded  and  have  been 
submitted  covering  all  proceedings ; the  dates  of  conferences  being  as 
follows : May  10, 11,  23,  25,  26,  31,  June  1 and  3,  1921.  These  minutes 
were  signed  by  the  duly  authorized  representatives  of  the  carrier  and 
the  shop  crafts.  It  is  shown  that  the  representatives  of  the  shop 
crafts  declined  to  enter  into  negotiations  covering  rules  and  working 
conditions  applicable  to  the  mechanics  and  helpers  employed  in  the 
mechanical  department  unless  it  was  agreed  to  first  submit  a joint 
statement  to  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  for  their  de- 
cision as  to  w^hether  or  not  one  agreement  must  be  made  to  cover  all 
employees  who  may  perform  work  classified  as  that  of  machinists, 
boilermakers,  blacksmiths,  sheet-metal  workers,  electrical  workers, 
and  carmen,  irrespective  of  the  department  in  which  they  may  be 
employed. 

On  June  25,  1921,  a communication  was  addressed  to  represen- 
tatives of  the  interested  parties  by  the  Labor  Board  calling  atten- 
tion to  Decisions  Nos.  153,  154,  155,  205,  and  Interpretation  No.  3 to 
Decision  No.  119,  stating  in  part: 

In  view  of  these  decisions  the  Board  is  of  the  opinion  that  a formal  decision 
on  your  submission  is  unnecessary  and  requests  to  be  advised  whether  or  not 
both  parties  are  agreeable  to  accepting  these  decisions  as  disposing  of  the  ques- 
tion in  dispute. 

On  July  25,  1921,  the  representatives  of  the  carrier  replied  to  the 
effect  that  they  did  not  consider  the  decisions  referred  to  in  com- 
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munication  from  the  Labor  Board  dated  June  25,  1921,  as  covering 
the  case  in  question,  principally  because  of  the  fact  that  agreement 
negotiations  had  been  conducted  with  other  organizations  relative 
to  all  employees  in  certain  departments. 

On  July  5,  1921,  the  employees’  representative  filed  an  ex  parte 
submission  with  the  Labor  Board  protesting  against  the  carrier’s 
application  of  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119;  a further  ex 
parte  submission  was  made  by  the  employees  on  July  12,  1921,  in 
regard  to  the  application  of  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  to 
monthly-rated  employees.  Copies  of  the  ex  parte  submission  referred 
to  above  were  forwarded  to  the  carrier,  who,  under  dates  of  August 
22  and  September  8,  1921,  respectively,  filed  their  position  in  con- 
nection therewith.  On  August  11,  1921,  Decision  No.  222  was  issued 
promulgating  seven  rules  relative  to  overtime,  calls,  etc.,  but  was 
not  applied  on  the  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  due  to  inability 
to  reach  an  agreement  as  to  negotiations,  which  question  was  then 
and  is  now  before  the  Labor  Board  for  decision. 

Decision. — (1)  The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  work  of  the 
six  shop  crafts  and  the  conditions  under  which  it  is  performed  are 
so  similar  in  their  main  characteristics  as  to  make  it  practicable  and 
economical  to  treat  said  crafts  as  constituting  such  an  organization 
or  class  of  employees  as  is  contemplated  in  the  Transportation  Act, 
1920,  and  in  Decision  No.  119  of  the  Labor  Board,  for  the  purpose 
in  question,  and  that  said  six  shop  crafts  may  negotiate  and  enter 
into  said  agreement  jointly  through  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  if 
they  so  elect,  provided  said  system  federation  represents  a majority 
of  each  craft  or  class. 

This  decision  shall  not  operate  to  prevent  the  negotiation  of  such 
special  rules  for  employees  represented  in  other  departments  as  are 
necessary  for  the  economical  operation  of  such  departments  and  are 
peculiarly  applicable  to  the  nature  of  the  work  and  the  conditions 
surrounding  it  in  said  other  departments  as  distinguished  from  the 
more  highly  specialized  work  of  the  maintenance  of  equipment  de- 
partment. 

A conference  shall  be  arranged  as  soon  as  possible  after  receipt  of 
this  decision  and  negotiations  resumed  relative  to  rules  and  working 
conditions. 

(2)  The  provisions  of  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  shall 
be  applied  in  accordance  with  the  method  prescribed  therein,  together 
with  Interpretation  No.  1 thereto;  and  such  provisions  shall  apply 
pending  agreement  negotiations  properly  conducted  and  decision  of 
the  Labor  Board  upon  the  questions  that  may  not  be  decided  in  said 
conference. 


DECISION  NO.  505.— DOCKET  719. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  S,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — What  is  the  proper  seniority  date  of  Myrtle  Moorman, 
employee  in  the  superintendent’s  office,  Roanoke,  Va. '? 

Statement. — Miss  Moorman  has  been  continuously  employed  by 
the  carrier  named  since  September  5,  1917.  Prior  to  the  issuance  of 
99915°— 22 31 
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Supplement  No.  7 to  general  order  No.  27  of  the  United  States  Eail- 
road  Administration  she  was  classified  as  messenger.  After  the 
effective  date  of  said  supplement  her  classification  was  changed  to 
clerk. 

The  employees  contend  that  Miss  Moorman’s  seniority  should  date 
from  September  1,  1918,  the  date  on  which  her  position  was  classified 
as  clerk,  whereas  the  carrier  contends  her  seniority  should  date  from 
September  5,  1917,  the  date  she  entered  the  service. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  rules  of  the  national 
agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  governing  sen- 
iority are  not  retroactive  in  their  aspect.  Therefore,  Miss  Moorman’s 
seniority  shall  date  from  September  5,  1917. 

Position  of  the  carrier  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  506.— DOCKET  801. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Kail  way  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  with  reference  to  indefinite  leave  of  absence 
for  Violet  Devereaux,  formerly  employed  in  master  mechanic’s 
office,  St.  Louis,  Mo. 

Statement. — Miss  Devereaux  was  employed  as  stenographer  in  the 
master  mechanic’s  office  at  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  and  under  date  of  June  20, 
1921,  requested  a leave  of  absence  to  accept  position  of  assistant  to 
secretary  of  system  federation  of  shop  crafts,  Missouri  Pacific  Rail- 
road. This  application  was  declined. 

The  employees  state  that  the  duties  of  the  position  held  by  Miss 
Devereaux  consist  of  handling  funds  of  the  system  federation  and 
correspondence  relating  to  the  business  of  the  organization,  and  that 
under  the  provisions  of  rules  46  and  47  of  the  national  agreement 
of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  she  is  entitled  to  indefinite 
leave  of  absence. 

The  carrier  contends  that  rule  46  does  not  provide  for  indefinite 
leave  of  absence  except  for  physical  disability  or  as  provided  in  rule 
47 ; furthermore,  that  claim  of  physical  disability  has  not  been  made 
nor  is  it  contended  that  Miss  Devereaux  is  going  to  represent  the 
shop  crafts  or  the  clerks  in  any  negotiations  with  the  officers  of  the 
carrier,  and  it  is  therefore  not  proper  to  grant  her  an  indefinite  leave 
of  absence  under  rules  46  and  47  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

Rules  46  and  47  of  the  national  agreement  read  as  follows : 

Rule  46.  Except  for  physical  disability  or  as  provided  in  rule  47  of  this 
article,  leave  of  absence  in  excess  of  90  days  in  any  ctilendar  year  shall  not  be 
granted  unless  by  agreement  between  the  management  and  the  duly  accredited 
representative  of  the  employees. 

The  arbitrary  refusal  of  a reasonable  amount  of  leave  of  absence  to  em- 
ployees when  they  can  be  spared,  or  failure  to  handle  promptly  cases  involving 
sickness  or  business  matters  of  serious  importance  to  the  employees,  is  an  im- 
proper practice  and  may  be  handled  as  unjust  treatment  under  this  agreement. 

An  employee  who  fails  to  report  for  duty  at  the  expiration  of  leave  of  ab- 
sence shall  be  considered  out  of  the  service,  except  that  when  failure  to  report 
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on  time  is  the  result  of  unavoidable  delay,  the  leave  will  be  extended  to  in- 
clude such  delay. 

Rule  47.  Employees  who  since  April  6,  1917,  have  entered  the  military  or 
naval  service  of  the  United  States  or  into  service  of  their  respective  railroad 
corporations ; employees  temporarily  assig:ned  to  railroad  associations  handling 
arbitrations,  rate  cases,  and  matters  of  similar  scope;  employees  temporarily 
in  the  service  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  and  employees 
elected  as  representatives  of  employees,  shall  be  considered  on  leave  of  absence 
and  in  the  service  of  the  railroad  and  shall  retain  their  seniority  rank  and 
rights,  if  asserted  within  30  days  after  the  release  from  excepted  employment. 

Decision. — The  position  of  the  carrier  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  507.— DOCKET  807. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  G.  S.  Holland,  clerk  in  office  of  chief  dis- 
patcher at  Crewe,  Va.,  for  pay  for  time  lost  account  of  sickness  dur- 
ing the  month  of  January,  1921. 

Statement. — The  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Rail- 
way and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees  which  governs  the  working  conditions  of  employees  in 
the  class  of  service  in  which  Mr.  Holland  is  engaged  does  not  con- 
tain any  specific  rule  on  the  question  of  pay  for  time  lost  account 
sickness  or  vacation;  however,  under  date  of  January  30,  1920,  the 
Director,  Division  of  Operation,  United  States  Railroad -Adminis- 
tration, issued  the  following  telegraphic  instructions  to  the  regional 
directors : 

Many  questions  have  arisen  as  to  payment  for  time  lost  account  vacations 
and  sick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  with  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees,  dated  January  13,  1920.  The  agreement  is  silent  on  this  point,  but 
it  was  the  understanding  that  existing  practices  as  to  vacations  and  sick  leave 
would  remain  in  effect.  Please  have  this  understood  by  Federal  managers. 

Decision. — Basing  this  decision  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  the 
Labor  Board  decides  that  under  the  past  practice  the  employee  in- 
volved in  this  dispute  is  not  entitled  to  pay  for  the  time  off  account 
of  sickness  in  the  month  of  January,  1921. 

Claim  of  the  employee  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  508.— DOCKET  813. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3.  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co. 

Question^ — Claim  of  Clair  Kane,  clerk  in  local  freight  office,  Den- 
ver, Colo.,  for  pay  for  time  lost  account  of  sickness  February  3 to  14, 
1921,  inclusive. 
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Stateinent. — The  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Rail- 
way and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Exj^ress  and  Station 
Employees  which  governs  the  working  conditions  of  employees  in  the 
class  of  service  in  which  Mr.  Kane  is  engaged  does  not  contain  any 
specific  rule  on  the  question  of  pay  for  time  lost  account  of  sickness 
or  vacation;  however,  under  date  of  January  30,  19*20,  the  Director, 
Division  of  Operation,  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  issued 
the  following  telegraphic  instructions  to  the  regional  director  : 

Many  questions  have  arisen  as  to  payment  for  time  lost  account  vacations  and 
sick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  with  the  Brotherhood 
of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees, dated  January  13,  1920.  The  agreement  is  silent  on  this  point,  but  it 
was  the  understanding  that  existing  practices  as  to  vacations  and  sick  leave 
would  remain  in  effect.  Please  have  this  understood  by  Federal  managers. 

The  practice  of  the  carrier  in  question  has  been  to  allow  employees 
a limited  sick  leave  when  not  necessary  to  employ  additional  help 
to  fill  employee’s  place  while  absent  account  sickness.  In  cases  where 
other  employees  could  keep  up  the  work  without  detriment  to  the 
service,  they  were  allowed  to  do  so,  and  the  employee  off  account 
sickness  was  paid  for  the  period  of  his  absence. 

Decision.. — ^The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  in  this  case 
shows  that  it  was  necessary  to  employ  some  one  to  perform  the  work 
of  Mr.  Kane’s  position  during  the  period  of  his  absence. 

Claim  of  the  employee  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  509.— DOCKET  833. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  with  reference  to  abrogation  of  past  practice 
in  regard  to  granting  pay  for  time  off  account  of  sickness. 

Decision. — The  employees  having  requested  that  this  dispute  be 
withdrawn,  and  the  carrier  having  concurred  therein,  the  case  is 
removed  from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  510.— DOCKET  837. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Dispute  with  reference  to  furnishing  a copy  of  the 
seniority  roster  to  the  duly  accredited  representative  of  clerical 
employees. 

Statement. — Rule  22  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood 
of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  reads  as  follows : 

A seniority  roster  of  all  employees  in  each  seniority  district,  showing  name 
and  proper  dating,  will  be  posted  in  agreed-upon  places  accessible  to  all  em- 
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ployees  affected.  The  rosters  will  be  revised  and  posted  in  January  of  each 
year,  and  will  be  open  to  protest  for  a period  of  sixty  (60)  days  from  date  of 
posting.  Upon  presentation  of  proof  of  error  by  an  employee  or  his  representa- 
tive such  error  will  be  corrected.  The  duly  accredited  representative  of  the 
employee  shall  be  furnished  with  a copy  of  the  roster  upon  request. 

The  provisions  for  annual  revision  and  posting  of  seniority  rosters  will  not 
be  construed  to  mean  that  the  duly  authorized  representative  of  the  employees 
will  be  denied  the  right  to  request  and  receive  a revised  roster  w’hen  a reduction 
in  force  is  contemplated  or  when,  due  to  turnover  in  force,  the  annual  roster 
(as  applied  to  a seniority  district)  does  not  furnish  the  information  necessary 
to  apply  properly  the  seniority  provisions  of  this  schedule. 

Note. — In  view  of  the  variety  of  employees  covered  by  these  rules,  seniority 
rosters  by  classes,  to  be  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  management  and  the  duly 
accredited  representatives  of  the  employees,  shall  be  established. 

The  employees  state  that  request  was  made  for  a copy  of  the  roster 
of  clerks  in  the  passenger  traffic  department  of  the  carrier  in  ques- 
tion and  was  denied,  and  contend  that  under  the  provisions  of  the 
rule  above  quoted  the  duly  accredited  representative  of  the  employees 
should  be  furnished  with  a copy  of  the  roster  when  requested. 

The  carrier  states  that  they  had  no  request  from  any  employee  in 
the  department  in  question  for  a copy  of  the  roster  nor  any  com- 
plaint from  such  employees  as  to  refusal  to  furnish  a copy  of  same, 
and  they  did  not  feel  obligated  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  rule 
22,  above  quoted. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  under  the  provisions  of 
rule  22  of  the  national  agTeement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Kailway  and 
Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees 
the  duly  accredited  representative  of  the  employees  covered  by  said 
agreement  is  entitled  to  a copy  of  the  seniority  roster  of  employees  in 
the  passenger  traffic  department.  Position  of  the  employees  is  there- 
fore sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  511.— DOCKET  838. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Dispute  with  reference  to  furnishing  duly  accredited 
representative  of  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  of  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees  a copy  of  seniority  roster  of  clerks 
in  the  district  freight  and  passenger  agent’s  office  at  Oakland,  Calif. 

statement. — Rule  22  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood 
of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  reads  as  follows ; 

A seniority  roster  of  all  employees  in  each  seniority  district,  showing  name 
and  proper  dating,  will  be  posted  in  agreed-upon  places  accessible  to  all  em- 
ployees affected.  The  rosters  wdll  be  revised  and  posted  in  January  of  each 
year,  and  will  be  open  to  protest  for  a period  of  60  days  from  date  of  posting. 
Upon  presentation  of  proof  of  error  by  an  employee  or  his  representative,  such 
error  wdll  be  corrected.  The  duly  accredited  representative  of  the  employee 
shall  be  furnished  with  a copy  of  the  roster  upon  request. 

The  provisions  for  annual  revision  and  posting  of  seniority  rosters  will  not 
be  construed  to  mean  that  the  duly  authorized  representative  of  the  employees 
will  be  denied  the  right  to  request  and  receive  a revised  roster  when  a reduc- 
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tion  in  force  is  contemplated  or  when,  due  to  turnover  in  force,  the  annual 
roster  (as  applied  to  a seniority  district)  does  not  furnish  the  information 
necessary  to  apply  properly  the  seniority  provisions  of  this  schedule. 

Note. — In  view  of  the  variety  of  employees  covered  by  these  rules,  seniority 
rosters  by  classes,  to  be  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  management  and  the 
duly  accredited  representatives  of  the  employees,  shall  be  established. 

The  employees  state  that  the  division  general  chairman  of  the 
clerks’  organization  is  the  duly  accredited  representative  of  the 
employees  covered  by  the  clerks’  national  agreement  in  the  office 
of  district  freight  and  passenger  agent,  Oakland,  Calif.,  and  con- 
tend that  under  the  provisions  of  the  rule  quoted  his  request  for  a 
copy  of  the  seniority  roster  should  have  been  complied  with. 

The  carrier  states  that  they  have  received  no  request  from  any 
emplo3^ees  in  the  office  named  that  a copy  of  the  roster  be  submitted 
to  the  officer  of  the  organization  as  a representative  of  the  emploj^ees 
nor  any  complaint  from  any  employee  as  a result  of  refusal  to  fur- 
nish such  copy,  and  therefore  does  not  feel  obligated  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  rule  22  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  under  the  provisions  of 
rule  22  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railwa\^ 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees, herein  quoted,  the  duly  accredited  representative  of  the 
employees  in  the  office  in  question  shall  be  furnished  with  a copy 
of  the  roster  upon  request. 

Position  of  the  employees  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  512.— DOCKET  839. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Dispute  regarding  proper  rate  of  pay  of  Walter 
Schwerdt,  clerk  in  office  of  auditor  of  passenger  accounts,  San  Fran- 
cisco, Calif. 

Decision. — At  hearing  conducted  on  this  case  it  was  found  that 
the  evidence  in  the  dispute  is  not  sufficiently  clear  for  the  Labor 
Board  to  render  a decision  thereon  and,  in  accordance  with  the  ex- 
pressed willingness  of  the  representatives  of  the  employees  and  the 
carrier  at  said  hearing  to  conduct  further  conferences  for  the  pur- 
pose of  developing  the  facts  in  the  case,  it  is  hereby  returned  to  the 
parties  at  interest  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  513.— DOCKET  844. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Shall  the  positions  of  apron  tenders  at  the  ferry  pas- 
senger stations,  Oakland  and  San  Francisco,  Calif.,  be  increased  13 
cents  an  hour  in  accordance  with  section  4,  Article  II,  of  Decision  No. 
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2,  or  84  cents  an  hour  in  accordance  with  section  9,  Article  II,  of 
Decision  No.  2 of  the  Labor  Board? 

Decision, — Basing  this  decision  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  the 
Labor  Board  decides  that  the  employees  in  question  are  not  “ train 
announcers,”  “ gatemen,”  or  assistant  station  masters  ” or  others 
similarly  employed,  and  are  not,  therefore,  entitled  to  the  increase  of 
13  cents  j>er  hour  as  provided  in  section  4,  Article  II,  of  Decision  No. 
2 of  the  Labor  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  514.— DOCKET  450. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  St.  Louis  & Hannibal  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  agreement  nego^ 
tiations  affecting  maintenance  of  way  employees  and  railway  shop 
laborers. 

Statement. — Under  date  of  October  21,  1921,  the  Labor  Board 
addressed  the  following  communication  to  representatives  of  the 
parties  to  the  dispute : 

Under  date  of  August  22,  there  was  addressed  to  you  gentlemen  a joint  com- 
munication with  reference  to  dispute  that  had  been  filed  with  this  Board  by  the 
United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers,  wherein  it  was  contended  that  they  had  endeavored  to  confer  with 
the  management  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  up  a set  of  rules  and  working  con- 
ditions for  the  government  of  certain  employees  affiliated  with  that  organiza- 
tion, but  that  the  management  refused  to  enter  into  conference  for  that  purpose. 

In  accordance  with  the  request  of  the  employees,  an  oral  hearing  was  con- 
ducted by  Bureau  No.  2 of  this  Board  on  July  18,  1921,  at  which  hearing  the 
employees  were  represented  by  J.  C.  Smock,  assistant  grand  president  of  the 
above  referred  to  organization,  and  the  carrier  by  C.  H.  McCarthy,  vice  presi- 
dent and  general  manager.  This  communication  stated  that  the  evidence  did 
not  afford  sufficient  information  for  this  Board  to  determine  whether  or  not  the 
majority  of  the  employees  of  the  St.  Louis  & Hannibal  Railway  Co.  of  the  classes 
affected  by  this  dispute  desired  that  this  organization  represent  them,  and 
requested  that  each  party  secure  and  furnish  the  Board  with  information  on 
that  point. 

On  September  22,  E.  F.  Grable,  grand  president  of  the  maintenance  of  way 
organization,  addressed  a communication  to  this  Board,  inclosing  certain  cer- 
tificates bearing  the  signatures  of  employees  of  the  St.  Louis  & Hannibal  Rail- 
w’ay  Co.,  indicating  that  79  men  have  authorized  that  organization  to  represent 
them  in  negotiations  with  the  management. 

Under  date  of  September  29,  Mr.  Grable  addressed  another  communication  to 
this  Board,  inclosing  a list  of  names  which  appeared  on  the  certificates  previ- 
ously furnished,  together  with  affidavit  to  the  effect  that  the  signatures  affixed 
thereto  were  bona  fide. 

A copy  of  these  two  communications  is  being  forwarded  to  the  management 
for  their  information  and  if  after  analyzing  the  same  it  is  felt  by  the  manage- 
ment that  the  organization  in  question  has  been  properly  authorized  to  repre- 
sent certain  of  its  employees,  it  is  suggested  by  the  Board  that  a conference  be 
held  between  representatives  of  the  employees  that  may  be  properly  designated 
and  representatives  of  the  management  for  the  purpose  of  endeavoring  to  har- 
monize the  differences  that  now  exist.  It  is  the  hope  of  the  Board  that  this 
dispute  may  be  thus  amicably  settled. 

Decision. — This  case  will  be  considered  closed,  and  if  after  the  con- 
ference suggested  above  there  is  still  a disagreement  on  which  a de- 
cision of  this  Board  is  desired,  upon  receipt  of  proper  advice  to  that 
effect  such  disputed  question  will  be  given  due  consideration. 


488 


DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 


DECISION  NO.  515.— DOCKET  656. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  3,  1021. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Pennsylvania  System. 

Question. — What  increase  under  the  provisions  of  Decision  Xo.  2 
of  the  Labor  Board  shall  be  applied  to  gang  leaders  of  laborers  at 
(jreenwich  wood-preserving  plant,  Philadelphia,  Pa.? 

Decision. — The  employees  in  question  are  entitled  to  an  increase 
of  not  less  than  13  cents  per  hour,  which  amount  represents  the  mini- 
mum hourly  increase  accruing  to  any  class  of  supervisory  forces 
specifically  referred  to  and  coming  under  the  provisions  of  Decision 
No.  2 issued  by  the  Labor  Board.  (See  Interpretation  No.  21  to 
Decision  No.  2.) 

DECISION  NO.  516.— DOCKET  714. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  3,  1021. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Dismissal  of  H.  F.  Kirk  and  F.  L.  Moore,  boilermakers, 
formerly  employed  at  Hoxie,  Ark. 

Decision. — Upon  request  of  the  complainant  organization  this  case 
has  been  withdrawn  and  the  docket  is  therefore  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  517.— DOCKET  920. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  3,  1021. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Pennsylvania  System. 

Question. — Bequest  for  pay  for  time  lost  by  James  Malone,  James 
Curtain,  William  Higginson,  and  William  Deitloff,  carpenters,  em- 
ployed on  the  New  York  Division,  Pennsylvania  System,  between 
April  9 and  May  1,  1920. 

statement. — On  April  9,  1920,  on  account  of  an  illegal  strike  of 
train  and  engine  service  employees,  which  strike  also  involved  cer- 
tain station  employees,  shopmen,  etc.,  who  either  actually  partici- 
pated or  threatened  to  participate  therein,  the  bridge  and  building 
carpenters  under  the  supervision  of  the  master  carpenters.  New 
York  Division,  were  directed  to  perform  certain  duties  in  connec- 
tion with  the  care  and  maintenance  of  bunk  cars  which  were  being 
used  for  the  purpose  of  housing  the  railroad  police  department 
employees. 

Mr.  Malone  and  three  other  employees  involved  in  this  dispute 
refused  to  perform  the  service  to  which  assigned,  and  as  practically 
all  of  the  carpenter  force  together  with  the  foremen  were  engaged 
in  work  of  a similar  nature  in  connection  with  this  strike,  there 
were  no  other  duties  to  which  those  employees  could  be  assigned 
between  April  9 and  May  1,  1920. 

On  May  1,  1920,  the  carpenter  force  was  relieved  of  emergency 
work  in  connection  with  bunk  cars  and  was  returned  to  its  regular 
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assignments,  at  which  time  Messrs.  Malone,  Curtain,  Higginson, 
and  Deitloff  resumed  duty. 

Decision, — Based  upon  the  agreed~to  facts  in  the  above  statement, 
the  claim  for  pay  for  time  lost  by  the  employees  involved  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  518.— DOCKET  923. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Shall  the  increase  of  15  cents  per  hour  specified  in 
Decision  Xo.  2 for  painters  covered  by  paragraph  {h)  of  Decision 
No.  92  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  be  added  to  the 
rates  in  effect  at  12.01  a.  m.  March  1,  1920? 

Decis  ion . — Y es. 


DECISION  NO.  519.— DOCKET  924. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Central  Railroad  Co.  of  New  Jersey. 

Question. — Was  section  (1),  Article  V,  of  the  national  agreement 
of  the  L^nited  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and 
Railway  Shop  Laborers  violated  when  working  days  were  reduced 
to  five  per  week,  after  extensive  reduction  in  force  had  been  made  ? 

Statement. — The  evidence  submitted  indicates  that  the  carrier,  in 
order  to  effect  a curtailment  in  operating  expenses,  reduced  its  main- 
tenance of  way  forces  between  the  dates  of  October  15,  1920,  and 
February  9,  1921,  to  the  extent  of  1,319  employees,  or  over  50  per 
cent  of  the  force  employed ; that  it  was  necessary  to  make  a further 
reduction  in  operating  expenses ; that  a further  curtailment  of  force 
would  seriously  impair  the  service;  that  their  only  alternative  was  to 
work  the  employees  then  in  the  service  five  days  per  week;  and 
that  accordingly  notices  were  issued  to  that  effect,  the  same  being 
effective  February  9,  1921,  and  continuing  in  effect  until  April  11, 
1921,  when  the  employees  were  again  placed  on  six  days  per  week. 

The  carrier  contends  that  it  has  complied  with  section  (1)  of 
Article  V of  the  agreement  in  handling  the  matter  as  outlined. 
Section  (1)  of  Article. V above  referred  to  reads: 

Gangs  will  not  be  laid  off  for  short  periods  when  proper  reduction  of  ex- 
penses can  be  accomplished  by  first  laying  off  the  junior  men. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  employees  that  the  above-quoted  rule 
was  violated  in  reducing  the  number  of  days  per  week,  and  that  the 
employees  in  question  should  be  paid  for  all  times  so  laid  off. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  upon  the  case  in  question 
that  the  carrier  did  not  violate  the  meaning  and  intent  of  section 
(1),  Article  V of  the  national  agreement  of  the  United  Brother- 
hood of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Lab- 
orers, and  therefore  denies  the  claim  for  payment  account  of  reduc- 
tion in  the  days  per  week  as  outlined. 
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DECISION  NO.  520.— DOCKET  926. 

Chicago,  111.,  December  S,  1921. 

International  Brotherhood  of  Firemen  and  Oilers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co. 

(Pacific  System). 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  payment  of 
Sunday  and  holiday  service  in  the  steam  power  plant  at  West 
Oakland,  Calif. 

Statement. — An  application  for  decision  was  filed  with  the  Labor 
Board  by  Timothy  Healy,  representative  of  the  above-named  organi- 
zation, purporting  to  show  that  the  above-named  carrier  was  not 
complying  with  the  provisions  of  the  national  agreement  entered 
into  between  the  Director  General  of  Kailroads  and  the  Interna- 
tional Brotherhood  of  Firemen  and  Oilers,  as  well  as  Addendum 
No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  rendered  by  the  Labor  Board. 

An  oral  hearing  was  conducted,  at  which  time  representatives  of 
the  respective  parties  were  present.  At  said  hearing  certain  matters 
not  specifically  mentioned  in  the  employees’  submission  were  in- 
jected. It  further  developed  that  the  supporting  evidence  appended 
to  the  employees’  submission  referred  to  several  questions  and  did 
not  cover  any  specific  dispute  or  complaint.  In  view  of  this  fact,  it 
was  suggested  by  the  examiner  that  the  submission  be  redrawn  in 
order  that  it  might  clearly  set  forth  the  employees’  contention,  and 
that  such  redraft  be  handled  as  a new  submission,  and  that  if  an 
agreement  could  not  be  reached  the  case  could  again  be  referred  to 
the  Labor  Board  for  its  determination  after  compliance  with  section 
301  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 

Decision. — This  case  is  considered  closed  and  if  further  submis- 
sion is  made  in  connection  therewith,  the  evidence  already  submitted 
will  be  considered  in  conjunction  with  the  resubmission,  if  the  par- 
ties to  the  dispute  so  desire. 


DECISION  NO.  521.— DOCKET  930. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Exercise  of  seniority  rights  to  first-shift  position  when 
second  shift  is  abolished. 

Statement. — The  joint  statement  of  facts  submitted  indicates  that 
in  disposing  of  the  grievance  affecting  seniority  rights  of  a pumper, 
the  general  chairman  of  the  maintenance  of  way  organization,  rep- 
resenting the  employees,  and  the  superintendent  of  Pocahontas  Divi- 
sion agreed  that  the  last  sentence  of  section  (e),  Article  II,  of  the 
national  agreement  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of 
Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers  applies  to  pumpers. 
It  reads  in  part  as  follows : 

When  force  is  reduced,  foreman  will  have  the  right,  before  displacing  other 
employees,  to  displace  only  foremen  with  the  least  seniority  rights  on  their  re-^ 
spective  seniority  districts. 
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It  was  further  agreed  that  this  understanding  of  the  rule  was  to 
establish  a precedent  for  handling  future  cases  on  the  Pocahontas 
Division. 

The  evidence  submitted  further  indicates  that  there  were  two 
pumpers  employed  at  Boody,  Va.,  Tvhich  is  located  on  the  Pocahontas 
Division;  that  the  pumper  assigned  to  the  first  trick  worked  from 
8 a.  m.  to  5 p.  m.  with  one  hour  for  meal ; that  the  pumper  assigned 
to  the  second  trick  worked  from  5 p.  m.  to  2 a.  m.  with  one  hour 
for  meal ; that  the  second-trick  pumper  was  senior  in  point  of  senior- 
ity to  the  first-trick  pumper ; and  that  the  first-trick  pumper  was  not 
the  pumper  with  the  least  seniority  rights  on  the  seniority  district 
involved. 

Effective  March  22,  1921,  the  second-trick  position  of  pumper  at 
Boody  was  cut  off.  The  incumbent  applied  for  and  was  denied  the 
right  "to  displace  the  first-trick  pumper  at  Boody,  but  was  not  denied 
the  right  to  displace  the  pumper  with  the  least  seniority  rights  in 
the  seniority  district  in  question. 

It  is  shown  that  when  the  case  was  brought  before  the  general 
superintendent  by  the  general  chairman  of  the  organization,  the 
seniority  question  was  disposed  of  by  him  in  line  with  the  wishes  of 
the  T>rganization.  The  carrier,  however,  declined  to  honor  claim 
for  actual  wage  loss  to  the  second-trick  pumper  from  the  time  his 
trick  was  cut  off  until  he  was  placed  upon  the  first  trick,  on  the 
ground  that  the  action  of  the  division  superintendent  was  right  and 
proper  in  view  of  the  then  existing  seniority  arrangement.’ 

It  is  the  employees’  claim  that  the  pumper  on  the  second  trick 
which  was  abolished  should  have  been  retained  and  placed  in  the 
first-trick  position,  and  quote  section  {c  2),  Article  II  of  the  agree- 
ment governing  maintenance  of  way  employees,  which  reads  as 
follows  : 

(c  2)  Except  as  provided  in  section  (d)  of  this  article  and  in  section  (7^), 
Article  III.  when  force  is  reduced  the  senior  men  in  the  suhdepartment,  on  the 
seniority  district,  capable  of  doing  the  work  shall  be  retained. 

It  is  also  claimed  that  the  employee  in  question  should  be  com- 
pensated for  actual  wage  loss  from  the  time  his  trick  was  cut  off 
until  he  was  placed  on  the  first  trick. 

Decision. — In  this  case  an  agreement  had  been  reached  between 
representatives  of  the  carrier  and  representatives  of  the  employees 
that  section  (e),  Article  II,  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  United 
Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  would  apply  to  pumpers,  and  upon  this  evidence  the  claim 
of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  522.— DOCKET  944. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Application  of  sections  {a  7)  and  (a  8),  Articles  Y of 
the  national  agreement  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance 
of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers,  to  extra  gang  labor- 
ers removing  snow  from  right  of  way. 
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Statement. — During  the  winter  1920-21  extra  gangs  were  em- 
ployed for  the  purpose  of  removing  snow  from  right  of  way.  These 
extra  gangs  in  some  instance  worked  with  regular  section  men.  The 
extra  men  employed  for  the  purpose  of  removing  snow  from  right 
of  way  were  paid  pro  rata  rates  for  ninth  and  tenth  hours  of  con- 
tinuous service  under  the  provisions  of  section  (<x  7),  Article  V of 
the  agreement  governing  maintenance  of  way  employees  and  rail- 
way shop  laborers.  The  employees  claim  that  these  extra  men 
are  entitled  to  compensation  at  rate  of  time  and  one-half  for  ninth 
and  tenth  hours  of  continuous  service  under  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion {a  8),  Article  V of  the  above-mentioned  agreement. 

Employees’  position. — It  has  always  been  the  practice  on  the 
Chicago  & North  Western  Kailroad  to  reduce  the  amount  of  em- 
ployees in  regular  Section  gangs  during  the  winter  months;  when 
additional  help  is  required  for  snow  shoveling  and  other  similar 
work  customarily  done  by  regular  section  gangs,  such  gangs  were 
increased  sufficiently  to  meet  the  required  need.  This  additionial  help 
is  usually  secured  by  rehiring  the  former  employees  who  were  laid 
off  during  the  fall  force  reduction  and  they  are  placed  at  work  in 
the  regular  established  section  gangs  under  the  direct  supervision 
of  the  section  foreman. 

The  committee  of  employees  contend  that  when  such  additional 
help  is  hired  and  placed  at  work  in  the  regular  section  gangs  or  under 
the  direct  supervision  of  the  regular  section  foremen,  the  provisions 
of  section  (a  8)  of  Article  V should  apply  on  all  overtime  hours. 

Carrier'’ s position. — The  railway  company’s  officers  do  not  agree 
with  statement  made  by  the  employees  in  the  first  paragraph  of  their 
position — that  when  it  is  necessary  to  employ  additional  help  in  emer- 
gencies, such  as  snowstorms,  etc.,  section  laborers  laid  off  account 
usual  seasonal  reduction  of  forces  are  employed — for  the  reason,  they 
claim,  that  when  emergencies  arise  the  first  men  available  are  em- 
ployed. 

The  carrier  takes  the  position  that  it  is  its  prerogative  to  establish 
extra  gangs  for  the  purpose  of  removing  snow  from  right  of  way 
and  that  these  extra  gangs  are  only  entitled  to  pro  rata  compensation 
for  ninth  and  tenth  hours  of  continuous  service  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  7),  Article  V of  the  agreement  govern- 
ing maintenance  of  way  employees  and  railway  shop  laborers,  re- 
gardless of  the  fact  that  in  some  instances  they  may  work  with  regular 
section  laborers  who  were  receiving  compensation  under  the  pro- 
visions of  section  8),  Article  V of  the  agreement. 

Decision. — The  claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  523.— DOCKET  945. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Seniority  rights  of  track  laborers  in  service  less  than 
six  months. 

Statement. — Carlo  Cicchetti,  Carman  Prospero,  and  Jim  Avenos, 
track  laborers,  were  laid  off  in  January,  1921,  on  account  of  reduc- 
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tion  in  force  and  were  not  allowed  to  displace  other  laborers  junior 
to  them  in  the  service.  These  employees  entered  the  service  of  the 
carrier  on  the  following  dates:  November  2,  1920;  November  15, 
1920 ; and  November  3,  1920,  respectively. 

Employees'^  position, — The  position  of  the  employees  is  quoted  as 
follows : 

We  claim  that  the  seniority  rights  of  employees  covered  by  the  national  agree- 
ment as  of  section  (a),  Article  II,  begin  when  their  pay  starts.  Also,  in  the 
reduction  of  forces,  laborers’  rights  are  based  on  section  ( d 1 ) of  Article  II : 
“ Employees  will  have  the  right  to  displace  employees  junior  in  the  service  in 
their  seniority  district.”  Therefore,  we  contend  that  these  employees  should 
have  been  given  their  seniority  rights  to  displace  any  employee  junior  in  the 
service  and  paid  for  time  lost. 

Our  understanding  of  section  (h)  of  Article  II  is  that  the  names  of  employees 
will  not  apply  on  the  roster  until  six  months  of  service  and  should  not  affect 
their  seniority  rights  in  the  service.  Therefore,  we  contend  that  any  employees 
in  the  service  of  the  company  should  receive  their  seniority  rights  in  accordance 
with  section  {dl),  Article  II,  of  the  national  agreement. 

Carriers  position. — The  position  of  the  carrier  is  quoted  as  follows : 

Section  (7^),  Article  II,  of  the  maintenance  of  way  national  agreement, 
covering  seniority  rights  of  the  track  laborers  in  question,  reads  as  follows: 

“(7t)  Seniority  rosters  will  show  the  name  and  date  of  entry  of  the  employees 
into  the  service  of  the  railroad,  except  that  names  of  laborers  will  not  be 
included  and  their  seniority  rights  will  not  apply  until  they  have  been  in  con- 
tinuous service  of  the  railroad  in  excess  of  six  (6)  months.” 

The  three  track  laborers  in  question  having  been  in  the  service  of  the  carrier 
less  than  six  months  were  not  under  the  provisions  of  the  national  agreement 
above  quoted,  nor  entitled  to  any  seniority  rights,  and  the  carrier  was  entirely 
within  its  rights  in  displacing  these  laborers  when  reducing  their  force. 

Decision. — While  the  Labor  Board  feels  that  the  principle  of 
seniority  should  be  adhered  to  as  closely  as  possible  when  reducing 
forces,  it  does  not  construe  the  provisions  of  the  above-referred-to 
agreement  as  making  it  compulsory  upon  the  carrier  to  regard 
seniority  of  the  employees  in  question  until  they  have  been  in  the 
service  six  months. 

The  claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  524.— DOCKET  958. 

CMcago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — What  constitutes  an  “isolated  point”  as  applied  to 
engine  watchmen  referred  to  in  section  («  12),  Article  V,  of  the  na- 
tional agreement  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way 
Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers? 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  a fair  definition  of  the 
language  “engine  watchmen  at  isolated  points”  as  incorporated  in 
section  {a  12),  Article  V of  the  above-referred-to  agreement  would 
be  as  follows: 

Engine  watchmen  at  isolated  points  are  those  located  at  other 
than  division  terminals,  where  there  is  no  supervision  and  where 
maintenance  work  is  not  performed  on  locomotives,  except  engine 
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watchmen  at  such  points  whose  duties,  connected  with  taking  care 
of  engines,  such  as  knocking  and  building  fires,  and  service  of 
like  character,  consume  more  than  50  per  cent  of  their  time  on 
duty,  in  which  latter  case  they  shall  be  excluded  from  the  pro- 
visions of  section  {a  12),  Article  V,  of  the  national  agreement  of 
the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and 
Kailway  Shop  Laborers. 

DECISION  NO.  525.— DOCKET  969. 

Chicago,  lU.,  December  3,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & Omaha  Railway  Co. 

Question. — (1)  Has  the  system  federation  representing  the  Fed- 
erated Shop  Crafts  the  right  to  negotiate  an  agreement  covering  em- 
ployees performing  mechanics’  work  and  their  helpers  in  the  main- 
teiiaQce  and  repair  of  water  service  equipment  coming  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  maintenance  of  way  department? 

(2)  If  the  above  is  conceded,  have  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  the 
right  to  include  rules  gaverning  their  mechanics  and  helpers  in  the 
maintenance  of  way  department  in  the  agreement  they  are  negotiat- 
ing covering  their  members  in  the  maintenance  of  equipment  depart- 
ment ? 

Decision, — (1)  Yes.  (See  Decisions  Nos.  291  and  357.) 

(2)  Yes.  (See  Decisions  Nos.  291  and  357.) 


DECISION  NO.  526 DOCKET  301. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  3,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Virginian  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  J.  M.  Ferguson,  yard 
conductor,  Sewall  Point,  Va.,  dismissed  October  7,  1920.  The  com- 
mittee as  his  representative  requests  reinstatement  and  that  he  be 
paid  the  time  he  would  have  earned* had  he  remained  in  the  service. 

Employees'^  position. — The  general  grievance  committee  contends 
that  Mr.  Ferguson  was  discharged  in  violation  of  Article  XXXI, 
page  41,  of  the  contract  between  the  Virginian  Kail  way  and  its 
trainmen.  The  said  article  states  that  “A  trainman  will  not  be  dis- 
charged without  a hearing,”  which,  it  is  alleged,  was  not  done  in 
this  particular  case;  consequently  no  justifiable  reason  has  been  estab- 
lished which  would  support  the  dismissal  of  Mr.  Ferguson.  There- 
fore the  claim  is  made  for  his  reinstatement  with  full  pay  from  the 
date  of  dismissal  up  to  and  including  the  date  of  reinstatement. 

CarrieEs  position. — J.  M.  Ferguson,  yard  conductor  at  Sewall 
Point,  Va.,  was  dismissed  from  the  service  October  7,  1920,  for  in- 
subordinate actions  toward  the  proper  instructions  of  the  general 
yardmaster.  The  carrier  contends  that  Mr.  Ferguson  was  given 
an  investigation  in  accordance  with  Article  XXXI  of  the  contract, 
effective  December  1,  1919. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  J.  M.  Ferguson,  yard 
conductor,  shall  be  reinstated  without  pay  for  time  lost. 
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DECISION  NO.  527.— DOCKET  329. 

Chicago,  III,,  December  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  y.  Kansas  City  Southern  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Eeinstatement  of  H.  E.  Barlow,  brakeman. 

Statement, — The  submission  contained  the  following: 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Brakeman  Barlow  was  a member  of  the  crew  of 
train  extra  486  north.  This*  crew  switching  at  Panama,  Okla.,  on  April  29, 
1920,  picked  up  five  cars  of  oil  from  Midland  Valley  track  No.  2 and  kicked 
three  loaded  tank  cars  to  Midland  Valley  track  No.  1 at  an  estimated  speed  of 
4 miles  an  hour.  The  three  loaded  tank  cars  on  which  Brakeman  Barlow  was 
riding  struck  empty  flat  car  N.  & W.  312.56  which  stood  about  8 car  lengths  in 
the  clear,  breaking  the  flat  in  two,  resulting  in  damage  amounting  to  $2.50. 
Brakeman  Barlow  was  dismissed  on  May  13,  for  responsibility  for  this  accident 
and  also  because  of  his  past  record  as  follows : 

February  23,  1919,  suspended  five  days  for  mishandling  switch  in  Heavener 
yard,  allowing  cars  which  were  being  switched  by  yard  crew  to  collide  with 
engine  532. 

“ Morning  of  March  28,  while  braking  on  work  extra  520,  gave  No.  55  a very 
short  flag  near  milepost  2971  and  in  attempting  to  catch  No.  55’s  engine  was 
slightly  injured.  No  discipline. 

“ On  May  18,  1919,  he  was  turned  in  by  Conductor  Campbell  for  being  ‘ too 
infernal  lazy  and  slow  ’ to  make  a good  freight  brakeman. 

“ On  May  23,  he  was  rej)orted  by  Switchman  Stalcup  for  his  failure  to  secure 
the  rear  end  of  No.  32’s  train  in  Heavener  yards  by  setting  hand  brake.  This 
was  overlooked  with  a lecture  and  a promise  as  to  what  would  occur  in  the 
future. 

“ On  .January  1,  he  was  suspended  five  days  for  damage  to  caboose  582  at  Howe, 
December  9,  1919,  when  in  making  a drop  of  four  cars  he  left  the  engine  go  to 
the  sidetrack  and  the  cars  to  the  main  line  against  the  caboose  instead  of 
letting  the  engine  go  to  the  main  line  and  the  cars  to  the  siding. 

“ On  December  14,  1919,  engine  522  in  charge  of  Engineer  Edge  ran  through 
the  north  switch  at  Wind.sor  account  of  Brakeman  Barlow  who  was  braking 
ahead  failing  to  get  it  lined  over.  His  excuse  was  that  there  was  ice  all  over 
the  switch  lock.  The  facts  are  that  he  just  forgot  to  line  the  switch.” 

Employees'  position. — Brakeman  H.  E.  Barlow  was  employed  as  brakeman  on 
extra  486  north  from  Heavener,  Okla.,  to  Watts,  Okla.,  and  which  crew  was  re- 
quired to  stop  at  Panama,  Okla.,  en  route  for  the  purpose  of  switching  out  and 
picking  up  some  cars  loaded  at  that  point.  In  the  performance  of  said  switch- 
ing it  became  necessary  to  kick  three  cars  of  oil  onto  a certain  track.  In- 
vestigation developed  that  thevSe  cars  were  moving  at  a very  slow  rate  of  speed 
when  detached  from  the  other  cars  and  that  Brakeman  Barlow  immediately 
boarded  the  detached  cars  at  a point  on  the  cars  where  there  were  two  hand 
brakes  located  together.  The  investigation  also  developed  that  there  were  ap- 
proximately only  7 car  lengths  of  space  on  track  onto  which  detached  cars 
were  moving  between  the  clearance  of  the  lead  track  and  a number  of  cars 
standing  on  track  onto  which  the  three  detached  cars  were  moving. 

Investigation  further  developed  that  two  brakes  were  set  on  moving  cars  by 
Brakeman  Barlow  and  said  brakes  had  previously  been  inspected  by  car  in- 
spectors and  pronounced  (J.  K.  Investigation  also  further  developed  that  mov- 
ing cars  collided  with  standing  cars  at  a very  slow  rate  of  speed  and  the  car 
receiving  the  damage  being  first  next  to  moving  cars  with  several  heavy  loads 
of  coal  coupled  onto  and  standing  next  behind  it.  Inspection  developed  the 
damaged  car  to  be  an  empty  flat  car  of  ancient  construction  and  in  a very 
weakened  condition,  the  sills  of  which  were  in  an  apparent  weak  condition 
with  an  old  crack  in  one  of  the  sills. 

To  further  .substantiate  the  fact  that  brakeman  set  brakes  in  an  effort  to  stop 
moving  cars,  investigation  shows  it  was  necessary  that  the  brakes  be  released 
on  cars  in  question  before  further  switching  could  be  made  with  them.  The 
original  notice  of  cause  for  dismissal  served  upon  Brakeman  Barlow  was  re- 
sponsibility for  damage  to  N.  & W.  car  312.56,  the  same  being  the  one  damaged 
at  Panama  on  the  date  in  question,  but  subsequently,  and  after  appeal  from 
decision  had  been  made  by  the  representatives  of  Brakeman  Barlow,  the  divi- 
sion superintendent  injected  into  the  matter  Mr.  Barlow’s  past  record  and  it  is 
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0ur  position  that  his  past  record  has  no  bearing  whatever  in  the  matter,  inas- 
much as  the  management  failed  to  establish  responsibility  or  culpability  on  the 
part  of  Brakeman  Barlow  in  connection  with  damage  to  car  at  Panama,  and 
due  to  such  failure  on  part  of  management  to  establish  Mr.  Barlow’s  responsi- 
bility or  culpability  in  damage  to  N.  & W.  car  31256  at  Panama  it  is  asked  that 
he  be  reinstated  and  paid  for  all  time  lost  as  a result  of  his  dismissal  from  the 
service. 

Carrier's  position. — The  management  holds  that  the  damage  occurred  because 
Byakeman  Barlow  did  not  slow  down  the  cars  that  he  was  riding  in  time  to 
avoid  a severe  coupling  with  the  cars  already  standing  on  No.  1 track. 

Testimony  given  by  the  conductor  and  engineer  showed  that  the  three  tank 
cars,  when  cut  loose,  were  moving  at  a speed  of  3 to  4 miles  per  hour  and 
had  a distance  of  7 or  8 car  lengths  to  go  before  striking  the  flat  car  that  stood 
with  other  cars  on  track  No.*^l.  There  was  ample  room  in  which  to  stop  the 
three  moving  tank  cars  without  striking  the  flat  car  had  the  brakes  been 
properly  handled. 

Conductor  Sharp  submitted  that  one  brake,  if  properly  set,  would  hold  all 
three,  or  even  five,  cars  and  that  the  accident  was  due  to  Brakeman  Barlow 
failing  to  stop  the  cars. 

Car  Foreman  Osborne,  a witness  at  the  investigation,  stated  that  his  in- 
spectors made  an  examination  of  the  brakes  on  these  cars  before  and  after 
the  accident  and  found  them  in  good  order,  there  being  no  defects  and  no 
repairs  necessary.  Conductor  Sharp,  who  cut  the  cars  off,  examined  the  brakes 
after  the  accident  and  confirmed  the  car  foreman’s  testimony,  stating  that  the 
brake  chains  were  not  too  long,  nor  more  slack  in  them  than  usual.  In  his  opin- 
ion brakes  were  all  right  and  were  set  sufficiently  to  demonstrate  that  they  were 
in  good  order.  These  brakes  on  two  loaded  tanks,  which  Mr.  Barlow  did 
not  wind  up  tightly,  were  released  by  Conductor  Sharp  before  switching  was 
resumed  because  of  the  noise  brakes  were  making. 

Car  Foreman  Osborne  stated  that  while  the  flat  car  was  an  old  car,  one  side 
still  having  what  he  termed  a windbreak,  its  physical  condition  before  the 
accident  complied  with  Master  Car  Builders’  requirements. 

The  management  feels  that  the  responsibility  for  this  accident  lies  with 
Brakeman  Barlow.  His  service  record,  hereinbefore  referred  to,  is  indicative 
of  a careless  and  indifferent  nature  and  shows  similarity  to  the  occurrence  for 
which  he  was  dismissed  which,  in  our  opinion,  would  not  justify  leniency 
being  shown  to  the  extent  of  returning  him  to  the  seiwice. 

Decision. — ^The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  claim  of  H.  E. 
BarloAv,  brakeman,  can  not  be  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  528.— DOCKET  408. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Interstate  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  reinstatement  and  pay  for  time  lost  by 
S.  B.  Arwood,  switchman,  and  H.  E.  Silvers,  fireman,  dismissed  on 
March  28,  1921. 

Emyloyees'^  position. — The  ex  parte  statement  of  facts  submitted 
by  the  employees  is  as  follows : 

S.  B.  Arwood  and  H.  E.  Silvers  were  dismissed  from  the  service  of  the  Inter- 
state Railroad  on  March  28,  1921,  because  of  having  responded  to  the  requests 
of  the  chief  executives  of  their  organizations  (Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Train- 
men and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen)  for  information 
as  to  the  status  of  wage  questions  on  the  line,  such  information  having  been  re- 
quested of  the  executives  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  because 
of  the  receipt  of  advice  by  such  Board  from  the  officers  of  the  company  which 
indicated  that  no  dispute  existed  between  the  management  and  employees, 
whereas  the  employees  were  at  the  time  contending  for  the  payment  of  time 
and  one-half  for  overtime,  as  in  effect  on  other  railroads  in  the  territory. 
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In  explanation  of  the  foregoing  it  is  set  out  that  under  date  of  March  15, 
1921,  the  executives  of  various  railroad  labor  organizations  were  telegraphed 
as  follows  by  the  secretary,  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board: 

“ The  Board  has  received  advice  of  general  increase  in  wages  effective  May 
1,  1920,  on  the  Interstate  Railroad  to  classes  of  employees  you  represent. 
Advise  if  this  settles  dispute  regarding  wages  with  carrier  and  if  same  may 
be  considered  withdrawn.” 

Upon  receipt  of  this  telegram  the  executives  of  the  organizations  immedi- 
ately transmitted  the  same  to  their  representatives  on  the  Interstate  Railroad, 
Messrs.  Arwood  and  Silvers  at  the  time  being  the  general  chairmen  of  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen,  respectively.  These  employees  upon  receipt  of  the  request 
from  the  executives  of  their  organizations  immediately  responded,  advising 
that — 

“ The  representatives  of  the  different  orders  on  the  Interstate  Railroad 
are  not  satisfied  with  increases  in  wages  as  made  effective  May  1,  1920.  We 
ask  in  addition  time  and  one-half  for  overtime.  We  got  pro  rata  overtime, 
which  is  not  satisfactory.  We  want  to  abide  by  the  decision  of  the  United 
States  Railroad  Labor  Board.” 

This  reply  was  made  only  after  conferring  with  the  membership  of  their, 
organizations  on  the  line,  and  upon  receipt  of  the  information  the  same  was 
transmitted  to  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  by  the  chief  execu- 
tives of  the  organizations. 

It  is  our  contention  that  in  some  manner  the  officials  of  the  carrier  obtained 
a copy  of  the  message  sent  to  the  executives  of  our  organizations,  and  on 
March  23  Messrs.  Arwood  and  Silvers  w^re  called  to  the  offices  of  the  carrier 
and  informed  that  instructions  had  been  issued  by  the  president  of  the  prop- 
erty, Mr.  Miller,  to  discharge  them.  On  the  following  day  they  were  again 
called  to  the  office  and  an  endeavor  made  by  the  officers  of  the  carrier  to  secure 
a pledge  from  the  two  employees  to  the  effect  that  they  would  not  in  the 
future  take  any  similar  questions  up  with  the  executives  of  their  organizations. 
Messrs.  Arwood  and  Silvers  declined  to  make  such  promise,  and  thereupon 
were  dismiss'ed  from  the  sendee.  The  chairman  of  one  other  organization, 
called  to  the  office  at  the  sa.me  time,  did  make  such  promise  and  was  per- 
mitted to  return  to  service,  conclusively  proving  that  the  real  cause  for  dis- 
missal was  the  organization  activity  of  the  employees  named  and  not  in- 
subordination as  charged. 

Carrier's  position, — The  carrier  states  that  Messrs.  Arwood  and 
Silvers  were  discharged  from  the  service  for  having  positively  de- 
clined to  carry  out  instructions  issued  to  them  by  the  superintend- 
ent; therefore,  they  have  no  further  interest  in  them,  and  did  not 
desire  to  present  any  data  or  make  any  answer  whatever  in  respect 
to  the  complaint. 

Under  date  of  November  4,  1921,  a subsequent  letter  received  from 
the  carrier  reads  in  part  as  follows : 

As  previously  advised,  the  Interstate  Railroad  Co.  does  not  desire  to  submit 
any  evidence  or  other  data  in  connection  with  this  case,  and  since  we  do  not 
deal  with  our  employees  through  representatives  of  labor  organizations, 
® * * 

Statement. — This  appears  to  be  a case  of  managing  officers  of  the 
carrier  declining  to  meet  with  their  employees  through  representa- 
tives of  organizations,  and  the  attitude  of  the  carrier  is  clearly 
shown  in  the  communication  from  which  language  last- above  quoted 
is  taken. 

The  Transportation  Act,  1920,  specifically  provides  for  the  han- 
dling of  disputes  through  organizations  composed  of  employees,  and 
the  Labor  Board  has  explicitly  dealt  with  this  subject  in  Decision 
No.  224,  to  which  attention  is  hereby  directed.  It  is  self-evident  that 
no  orderly  adjudication  of  differences  arising  between  employees  and 
carriers  can  be  had  if  the  carrier  declines  to  meet  the  representatives 
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of  an  “ organization  of  employees  or  subordinate  officials  whose 
members  are  directly  interested  in  the  dispute,”  but,  on  the  contrary, 
dismisses  from  service  employees  who  seek  such  recognition. 

Decision, — After  carefully  considering  all  of  the  facts,  and  in 
view  of  the  foregoing  statement,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  S.  B. 
Arwood,  switchman,  and  H.  E.  Silvers,  fireman,  shall  be  reinstated 
to  their  former  positions  and  paid  for  time  lost  since  date  of  their 
dismissal. 


DECISION  NO.  529.— DOCKET  608. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Station  Employees  v.  Boston  Terminal  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  application  of  rule  66  of  the  national 
agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Bailv^^  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  to  clerical  and 
station  employees  paid  on  a daily  basis. 

Decision. — ^The  Labor  Board  has  decided  in  Decision  No.  426, 
dated  November  30,  1921,  that  imle  66  of  the  clerks’  national  agree- 
ment does  not  apply  to  clerical  and  station  employees  paid  on  a 
daily  basis. 

Claim  of  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  530.— DOCKET  566. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  5,  1921. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Wabash  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Alleged  violation  of  the  provisions  of  agreement  be- 
tween employees  and  carrier  effective  November  1,  1920,  in  the 
abolition  of  positions  designated  as  “ agent-telegraphers  ” at  Stew- 
ardson  and  Strasburg,  111.,  and  the  establishment  of  positions  of 
“ agent-nontelegraphers  ” at  those  stations. 

Statement. — Effective  March  2,  1921,  the  positions  of  agent- 
telegraphers  at  Stewardson  and  Strasburg,  111.,  paid  at  the  rate  of 
60d  cents  per  hour,  were  abolished  and  new  positions  of  agent-non- 
telegraphers established  at  rate  of  53  cents  per  hour.  The  wages  and 
working  conditions  of  employees  in  telegraph  service  are  governed 
by  an  agreement  effective  November  1,  1920. 

The  employees  state  that  the  positions  in  question  were  designated 
in  the  schedule  with  the  telegraphers’  organizations  as  agent- 
telegraphers,”  and  that  on  February  28,  1921,  the  carrier  removed 
the  wires  from  the  station,  changed  the  classification  of  the  positions 
from  agent-telegraphers  to  agent-nontelegraphers,  reducing  the  rate 
of  pay  Tf  cents  per  hour,  and  changed  the  hours  of  service  from  8 
within  9 hours  to  8 within  12  hours. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  change  above  described  is  in  con- 
flict with  rule  24  of  the  agreement,  reading  as  follows ; 

No  rate,  rule,  or  part  of  rule  in  this  agreement  will  be  eliminated,  annulled, 
or  changed  without  the  approval  of  the  vice  president  and  general  manager 
and  the  general  committee,  and  after  thirty  days’  notice. 
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The  carrier  states  that  on  March  2,  1921,  the  telegraph  wires  were 
removed  from  the  stations  above  named,  and  that  the  telegraph 
agency  positions  were  abolished  and  nontelegraph  agency  positions 
established  in  lieu  thereof.  The  nontelegraph  agencies  thus  estab- 
lished were  paid  the  rate  prevailing  for  positions  of  similar  kind 
and  class,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  agreement.  The 
carrier  contends  that  the  rule  referred  to  by  the  employees  has  no 
aj^plication  in  this  case  and  that  changes  of  this  character  have  been 
made  in  the  past  without  any  protest  from  the  employees.  The  car- 
rier further  contends  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  agreement  which 
prohibits  the  abolition  of  a telegraph  agency  and  the  creation  of  a 
nontelegraph  agency  and  the  adjustment  of  compensation  in  accord- 
ance with  positions  of  similar  kind  and  class,  as  shown  in  the  agree- 
ment. 

Decision. — Basing  this  decision  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  the 
Labor  Board  decides  that  the  action  of  the  carrier  in  this  case  is  not 
a violation  of  rule  24  of  the  agreement  between  the  employees  and 
the  carrier  effective  November  1,  1920.  This  decision  does  not  deal 
with  the  alleged  violation  of  other  rules  in  the  agreement  in  accord- 
ance with  the  understanding  reached  at  hearing  on  September  28, 
1921. 


DECISION  NO.  531.— DOCKET  683. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 

and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  that  Cecilia  Lonergan  and  Florence  Groves, 
formerly  emploj^ed’as  ticket  sorters  in  the  office  of  local  auditor  at 
Boston,  Mass.,  be  returned  to  service  as  comptometer  operators  and 
paid  for  time  lost  since  November  27,  1920,  on  which  date  they  were 
removed  from  their  positions  and  comptometer  operators  substituted. 

Decision, — At  hearing  conducted  by  the  Labor  Board  it  developed 
that  the  positions  for  which  the  employees  above  named  aspire  have 
been  abolished. 

Therefore,  there  is  nothing  for  the  Labor  Board  to  decide  in  this 
case,  in  view  of  which  the  dispute  is  ordered  removed  from  the 
docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  532.— DOCKET  740. 

Chicago,  lU.,  Decemher  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  reinstatement  of  K.  H.  Smith,  clerk,  gen- 
eral manager’s  office,  Tyler,  Tex. 

Decision. — Bequest  of  employees  is  denied.- 
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DECISION  NO.  533.— DOCKET  751. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Eequest  for  reinstatement  of  J.  Pearl  Barbee,  clerk, 
local  freight  office,  Flint,  Mich.,  dismissed  from  the  service  July  16, 
1920. 

Decision. — Basing  this  decision  on  the  evidence  before  it,  the  Labor 
Board  decides  that  request  for  reinstatement  is  denied,  but  it  is 
ordered  that  back  pay  due  under  Decision  No.  2 of  the  Labor  Board 
shall  be  paid  the  employee  involved  for  the  period  May  1,  1920,  to 
July  16,  1920,  in  accordance  with  section  5 of  Interpretation  No.  19 
of  Decision  No.  2. 


DECISION  NO.  534.— DOCKET  814. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Emplayees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  Mabel  Watkins,  telephony  operator,  Ports- 
mouth, Ohio,  for  the  right  to  exercise  her  seniority  to  positian  on 
the  clerical  seniority  roster  at  that  point. 

Statement. — Mrs.  Watkins  was  employed  as  a private  branch  ex- 
change telephone  operator  in  the  division  superintendent’s  office, 
Portsmouth,  Ohio,  September  25,  1918.  In  addition  to  her  duties 
as  telephone  operator,  she  devoted  a portion  of  her  time  to  address- 
ing envelopes,  copying  telegrams  to  be  transmitted  over  the  wire,  and 
telephoning  messages  to  points  in  the  city.  A dispute  arose  regard- 
ing the  proper  classification  of  her  position,  and  Kailway  Board  of 
Adjustment  No.  3 of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration 
decided  on  September  22,  1920,  that  she  was  entitled  to  classifica- 
tion as  clerk  from  September  1,  1918,  to  November  6,  1919.  On  and 
after  that  date  she  was  relieved  of  all  clerical  work  and  devoted 
her  entire  time  to  the  operation  of  the  switchboard. 

On  February  26,  1921,  the  position  of  private  branch  exchange 
telephone  operator  was  abolished.  Mrs,  Watkins,  who  held  the  po- 
sition from  September,  1918,  until  the  date  it  was  abolished,  sought 
to  displace  an  employee  holding  position  of  relief  and  pension  clerk. 
She  was  denied  the  right  to  exercise  her  seniority  to  this  position 
on  the  ground  that  she  had  been  employed  as  private  branch  ex- 
change telephone  operator  from  September  25,  1918,  to  February 
26,  1921,  and  had  no  seniority  rights  on  the  clerks’  roster. 

The  employees  claim  that  the  decision  of  Railway  Board  of  Ad- 
justment No.  3 established  her  classification  as  a clerk  from  Sep- 
tember 1,  1918,  and  that  her  seniority  as  clerk  should  accrue  from 
that  date. 

The  carrier  states — and  it  is  not  denied  by  the  employees — that 
the  position  held  by  Mrs.  Watkins  was  not  included  on  the  clerks’ 
seniority  roster  which  has  been  duly  posted  and  revised  in  accord- 
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ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Kailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  since  the  effective  date  thereof,  and  no  pro- 
test was  made  by  the  employees  in  regard  to  the  name  of  Mrs.  Wat- 
kins not  being  shown  thereon. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied.  . 


DECISION  NO.  535.— DOCKET  843. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Is  A.  E.  Skillicorn,  yard  checker,  Watsonville  Junc- 
tion, Calif.,  entitled  to  an  increase  of  cents  an  hour  under  section* 
3,  Article  III,  of  Decision  No.  2,  or  an  increase  of  13  cents  an  hour 
under  section  2,  Article  II,  of  said  decision? 

!Statement.---\iY.  Skillicorn  entered  the  service  of  the  carrier  Au- 
gust 23,  1920,  as  yard  checker  at  Watsonville  Junction,  Calif.,  and 
was  paid  the  rate  for  employees  of  less  than  one  year’s  experience. 

The  employees  contend  that  the  employee  named  had  been  pre- 
viously emplo3^ed  in  clerical  work  of  a similar  nature  to  that  required 
on  the  position  he  held  in  railroad  service  for  more  than  one  year, 
and  was  therefore  entitled  to  rate  paid  clerks  of  more  than  one  year’s 
experience. 

The  carrier  contends  that  at  the  time  of  his  employment,  Mr. 
Skillicorn  did  not  have  one  or  more  years’  experience  in  railroad 
clerical  work  or  ^clerical  work  of  a similar  nature  in  other  indus- 
tries, and  is,  therefore,  not  entitled  to  the  rate  for  employees  of  one 
or  more  years’  experience. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  A. 
E.  Skillicorn  did  have  more  than  one  year’s  experience  in  clerical 
work  of  a similar  nature  in  an  outside  industry,  and  was,  therefore, 
entitled  to  the  rate  of  a clerk  with  more  than  one  year’s  experience 
when  he  entered  the  service  of  the  carrier. 

Fosition  of  the  employees  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  536.— DOCKET  889. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  with  reference  to  refusal  of  carrier  to  furnish 
E.  Keilly,  general  chairman  of  the  clerks’  general  committee,  with 
transportation. 

^Statement. — This  transportation  was  refused  on  the  ground  that 
the  general  chairman  was  not  an  employee  and  it  therefore  would 
not  be  legal  to  issue  transportation  to  him.  It  appears  that  the  gen- 
eral chairman  was  granted  leave  of  absence  in  May,  1919,  in  accord- 
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ance  with  the  rules  of  the  agreement,  to  act  as  representative  of  the 
employees.  In  October,  1920,  he  approached  the  officer  under  whom 
he  was  employed  in  regard  to  returning  to  his  position.  The  ar- 
rangements for  the  return  to  his  position  were  not  completed  and 
he  continued  to  act  as  representative  of  the  employees.  At  the 
hearing  conducted  by  the  Labor  Board  in  this  case  it  was  admitted 
by  the  carrier  that  the  general  chairman  was  granted  a leave  of  ab- 
sence in  May,  1919,  and  that  this  leRve  of  absence  had  never  been 
canceled  or  revoked. 

L) ecision.—Th.^  Labor  Board  decides  that  E.  Keilly  is  still  an 
employee  on  leave  of  absence  and  as  such  is  entitled  to  the  same  con- 
sideration with  regard  to  the  issuance  of  free  transportation  as  is 
accorded  the  representatives  of  other  employees  of  the  carrier. 


DECISION  NO.  537.— DOCKET  894. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  5,  1921, 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  that  clerical  employees  in  certain  offices  who 
were  not  granted  annual  vacation  with  pay  in  the  year  1921  be  com- 
pensated therefor. 

Statement. — The  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Bail- 
way and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees,  the  rules  of  which  govern  the  working  conditions  of 
the  class  of  employees  involved  in  this  decision,  does  not  contain 
any  specific  rule  covering  vacations,  but  under  date  of  January  30, 
1920,  the  Director,  Division  of  Operation,  United  States  Bailroad 
Administration,  issued  the  following  instructions : 

Many  questions  have  arisen  as  to  payment  for  time  lost  account  of  vaca- 
tions and  sick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  with 
the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees,  dated  January  13,  1920.  The  agreement  is  silent 
on  this  point,  but  it  was  the  understanding  that  existing  practices  as  to  sick 
leave  and  vacations  would  remain  in  effect.  Please  have  this  understood  by 
Federal  managers. 

Prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  there 
was  no  specific  rule  in  effect  on  the  railway  in  question  governing 
vacations,  but  it  was  the  practice  of  the  carrier  to  grant  annual 
vacations  to  certain  employees  when  in  the  judgment  of  the  head 
of  the  department  it  was  warranted,  and  where  it  could  be  granted 
Avithout  additional  expense.  In  the  month  of  February,  1921,  in- 
structions were  issued  requiring  the  personal  approval  of  the  presi- 
dent in  connection  with  granting  annual  A^acations  with  pay.  In 
the  year  1921  a great  manj^  employees  in  the  office  where  annual  va- 
cations with  pay  had  previously  been  allowed  were  denied  the 
privilege. 

The  employees  contend  that  under  the  past  practice  the  employees 
in  offices  where  vacations  had  previously  been  allowed  are  entitled 
to  annual  vacations  with  pay  and  that  this  practice  should  not  have 
been  rescinded  by  the  carrier  unless  agreed  to  by  the  employees  or 
so  decided  by  the  Labor  Board. 
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Decision. — Decision  Xo.  2 of  the  Labor  Board  continues  in  effect 
the  rules  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States 
Eailroad  Administration  until  such  rules  are  changed  by  mutual 
agreement  between  the  representatives  of  the  employees  and  the 
carrier  or  by  decision  of  the  Board.  The  representatives  of  the 
employees  and  the  carrier  having  been  unable  to  agree  on  a rule 
covering  the  vacation  privilege,  the  question  is  now  before  the  Labor 
Board  for  decision. 

Pending  a decision  by  this  Board,  the  instructions  of  the  Director, 
Division  of  Operation,  United  States  Railroad  Administration, 
herein  quoted,  shall  remain  in  effect.  However,  since  the  period  dur- 
ing which  vacations  are  ordinarily  granted  has  passed  for  the  year 
1921,  it  is  not  practicable  to  require  the  carrier  to  allow  vacations  for 
this  year,  and,  for  reasons  set  forth,  it  is  not  possible  to  grant  the  em- 
ployees any  relief  in  this  dispute. 

The  evidence  shows  that  it  was  not  the  practice  of  the  carrier  to 
compensate  employees  for  annual  vacations  which  were  not  granted, 
and  the  claim  of  employees  who  were  not  granted  annual  vacation 
with  pay  in  the  year  1921  for  compensation  in  lieu  thereof  is  there- 
fore denied. 


DECISION  NO.  538.— DOCKET  912. 

Chicago.  III..  Decemher  5.  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 

and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  with  reference  to  bulletined  position  not 
awarded  to  senior  applicant. 

Statement. — On  November  9,  1920,  position  of  train  and  engine 
crew  caller  at  Lewiston,  Mont.,  was  bulletined.  W.  H.  Allen  was 
the  senior  applicant  for  same,  but  he  was  not  awarded  the  position. 
Mr.  Allen  entered  the  service  of  the  carrier  as  clerk  March  19,  1920, 
and  prior  to  the  date  he  applied  for  the  position  of  train  and  engine 
crew  caller  had  worked  in  the  office  of  the  car  foreman,  roundhouse 
foreman,  division  storekeeper,  and  local  freight  agent.  At  the  time 
the  position  of  train  and  engine  crew  caller  was  bulletined  he  was 
out  of  the  service,  having  been  laid  off  on  account  of  reduction  in 
force. 

Employees  contend  that  Mr.  Allen  had  the  seniority  and  sufficient 
fitness  and  ability  to  qualify  for  the  position  and  should  have  been 
assigned  to  same  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  national 
agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 

The  carrier  states  that  Mr.  Allen’s  previous  service  was  not  satis- 
factory, and  contends  that  he  did  not  have  the  requisite  fitness  and 
ability  to  have  qualified  for  the  position. 

Prior  to  the  date  Mr.  Allen  applied  for  the  position  of  train  and 
engine  crew  caller  he  had  been  employed  approximately  five  months 
m the  various  offices  enumerated  above.  The  average  number  of 
crews  called  per  day  at  Lewiston  is  five.  Call  boys  are  not  required 
to  run  the  board,  but  receive  instructions  from  the  dispatcher  and 
roundhouse  foreman  as  to  what  men  to  call  for  each  run.  Rule  6 
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of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  provides  that  promotion  shall  be 
based  on  seniority,  fitness,  and  ability;  fitness  and  ability  being 
sufficient,  seniority  shall  prevail.  At  the  hearing  on  this  case  it 
developed  that  the  carrier  permitted  employees  who  were  laid  off 
on  account  of  reduction  in  force  to  bid  on  bulletined  position. 

Decision. — It  is  the  decision  of  the  Labor  Board,  based  on  the 
evidence  before  it,  that  W.  H.  Allen  has  sufficient  fitness  and  ability 
and  if  he  desires  to  return  to  the  service  of  the  carrier  he  shall  be 
allowed  the  opportunity  to  qualify  for  the  position  for  which  he  has 
applied,  in  accordance  with  rule  10  of  the  national  agreement  of 
the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Han- 
dlers, Express  and  Station  Employees,  but  he  shall  not  be  paid 
for  the  time  he  has  been  out  of  the  carrier’s  service. 


DECISION  NO.  539.— DOCKET  815. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Question. — Shall  Geo.  Harmeson,  blacksmith,  who,  together  with 
another  employee,  was  dismissed  from  the  service  at  Chicago  shops 
on  November  10,  1920,  for  fighting  on  duty,  be  reinstated  and  paid 
for  time  lost? 

Decision. — Based  upon  both  written  and  oral  evidence  presented 
in  connection  with  this  case,  it  is  the  position  of  the  Labor  Board 
that  the  management  was  not  justified  in  dismissing  Geo.  Harmeson 
from  the  service  and  that  he  should  be  reinstated  to  his  former  po- 
sition with  seniority  rights  unimpaired,  but  without  pay  for  time 
lost. 

DECISION  NO.  540.— DOCKET  832. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

A.,  T.  & S.  F.  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Shall  Green  Wheeler,  machinist,  who  was  dismissed 
from  the  service  of  the  above-named  carrier  at  Amarillo,  Tex.,  be 
reinstated  and  paid  for  all  time  lost? 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Machinist  Green  Wheeler 
shall  be  reinstated  with  seniority  rights  unimpaired,  but  without  pay 
for  time  lost. 


DECISION  NO.  541.— DOCKET  597. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Norfolk  & Western  Railroad. 

Question. — Application  of  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119 
to  pump  repairers  compensated  on  a monthly  basis. 

Statement. — Prior  to  the  issuance  of  Decision  No.  222  there  was 
submitted  to  this  board  for  decision  a dispute  between  the  above- 
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named  parties  regarding  the  proper  application  of  Addendum  Xo.  2 
to  Decision  No.  119  to  the  position  of  pump  repairers.  Oral  hearing 
Tvas  conducted,  at  which  it  developed  that  Decision  No.  222,  above 
referred  to,  had  disposed  of  this  dispute,  except  for  the  period  July 
1 to  August  15,  1921,  inclusive. 

The  evidence  submitted  indicates  that  prior  to  Federal  control 
pump  repairers  in  the  maintenance  of  way  department  were  paid 
monthly  rates  of  $110,  $111,  and  $117,  which  rates  covered  all  service 
rendered.  These  positions  were  covered  by  agreement  between  the 
Federated  Shop  Crafts  and  the  railroads  of  the  southeastern  territory 
prior  to  the  period  of  Federal  control,  but  received  no  payment  for  the 
overtime.  In  accordance  with  rulings  of  the  United  States  Kailroad 
Administration,  these  employees  were  included  in  the  national  agree- 
ment covering  shop  crafts,  and  in  accordance  with  rule  15  thereof 
their  monthly  rate  was  predicated  upon  3,156  hours  per  year,  or  a 
rate  imm.ediately  prior  to  July  1, 1921,  of  $223.55.  After  the  issuance 
of  Decision  No.  147  the  employees  in  question  were  notified  that  their 
pay  would  be  reduced  to  $202.51  (a  reduction  of  $21.04  per  month, 
or  3,156  hours  multiplied  by  8 cents  and  divided  by  12). 

After  the  issuance  of  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119,  the 
employees  were  notified  that  their  pay  would  be  reduced  to  $187.35 
per  month,  which  rate  was  predicated  upon  2,920  hours  per  year 
(8  hours  multiplied  by  365  days). 

Employees’  position.~T\\^  employees’  position  is  summarized  as 
follows : 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  employees  that  pump  repairers  prior  to 
the  period  of  Federal  control  were  considered  as  machinists  under  the 
provisions  of  agreement  between  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  and  the 
carriers  of  the  Southeast  and  so  classified  under  rulings  of  the  E ail- 
road  Administration,  and  that  it  was  not  the  intent  of  Addendum 
No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  to  separate  any  small  group  of  any  organiza- 
tion and  to  treat  them  as  a separate  class.  It  is  therefore  contended 
that  the  rate  of  the  employees  in  question  for  the  period  July  1 to 
August  15, 1921,  should  have  been  $202.51. 

Carriers  position. — The  position  of  the  carrier  is  summarized  as 
follows. 

The  management  contends  that  the  men  in  question  were  paid  no 
overtime  prior  to  Federal  control  and  that  they  have  therefore, 
properly  applied  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Interpretation  No.  1 to 
Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  covers  the  question  in  dispute, 
and  therefore  refers  the  interested  parties  to  said  interpretation. 


DECISION  NO.  542.— DOCKET  598. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Norfolk  & Western  Railroad. 

Question. of  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119 
to  conveyor-car  operators,  elevator  operators,  car-dumper  operators, 
and  steam  power  house  operators,  performing  work  in  connection 
with  the  operation  of  coal  pier. 


506  DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  U;VBOR  BOARD.' 

Statement, — Prior  to  the  issuance  of  Decision  Xo.  222  this  Board 
received  from  the  parties  named  above  an  application  for  decision  in 
connection  with  dispute  as  to  overtime  payment  for  conveyor-car 
operators,  elevator  operators,  car-dumper  operators,  and  steam 
power  house  operators  employed  in  connection  with  the  operation  of 
coal  pier  at  Lambert  Point,  Va. 

The  submission  indicates  that  the  employees  in  question  were  com- 
pensated on  a monthly  basis  prior  to  the  period  of  Federal  control 
and  received  no  additional  payment  for  overtime  service  or  for  Sun- 
days and  holidays.  It  further  appears  these  employees  were,  in 
accordance  with  the  rulings  of  the  Pailroad  Administration  and  with 
the  national  agreement  covering  the  shop  crafts,  given  the  same  over- 
time conditions  as  shop  employees,  which  method  of  payment  con- 
tinued in  effect  until  the  issuance  of  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No. 
119  when  the  railroad  management  started  practice  of  paying  these 
employees  pro  rata  rate  for  all  overtime  in  excess  of  the  established 
hours  of  service,  including  work  performed  on  Sundays  and  holidays. 

Employees'’  position,— position  of  the  employees  is  summar- 
ized as  follows : 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  employees  that  the  crafts  of  which  the 
employees  in  question  are  considered  a part  received  time  and  one-half 
for  all  overtime  in  excess  of  the  established  hours  of  service  and  for 
all  work  performed  on  Sundays  and  holidays  prior  to  the  period  of 
Federal  control,  and  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  this  Board  in 
issuing  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  to  make  a separation  or 
classification  of  the  small  number  of  men  in  any  craft  or  crafts,  as 
the  men  in  question  are  a part  of  the  machinists  and  electrical  workers 
and  therefore  feel  that  they  are  entitled  to  overtime  rates  for  over- 
time work. 

Cam'^ier’s  posit  'ion. — The  position  of  the  management  is  summarized 
as  follows: 

The  carrier  takes  the  position  that  as  the  above-mentioned  em- 
ployees received  no  extra  compensation  for  overtime  service  prior  to 
the  promulgation  of  any  general  order  of  the  United  States  Railroad 
Administration  the}^  should,  in  accordance  with  Addendum  No.  2 to 
Decision  No.  119,  be  paid  at  the  pro  rata  rate  for  all  overtime  in  excess 
of  the  established  hours  of  service,  including  work  performed  on 
Sundays  and  holidays. 

Decidon, — The  Board  decides  that  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Adden- 
dum No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  covers  the  question  in  dispute,  and 
therefore  refers  the  interested  parties  to  said  interpretation. 


DECISION  NO.  543.— DOCKET  599. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Hocking  Valley  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Prior  to  the  issuance  of  Decision  No.  222  an  application 
was  duly  filed  with  the  Labor  Board  for  decision  on  dispute  between 
the  above-named  parties  as  to  the  intent  of  item  No.  1 of  Addendum 
No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119,  which  item  reads  as  follows: 


DECISIONS. 


507 


All  overtime  in  excess  of  the  established  hours  of  service  shall  be  i>aid  for  at 
the  pro  rata  rate  ; provided,  that  this  will  not  affect  classes  of  employees  of  any 
carrier  which  have  reached  an  agreement  as  to  overtime  rates,  nor  chisses  of 
employees  of  any  carrier  who  by  agreement  or  practice  were  receiving  a rate 
higher  than  pro  rata  prior  to  the  promulgation  of  any  general  order  of  the  United 
States  Railroad  Administration  relating  to  wages  and  working  conditions. 
Inasmuch  as  this  Board  has  not  as  yet  given  consideration  to  any  dispute  on 
overtime  rates,  this  order  should  not  be  construed  to  indicate  the  final  action 
and  decision  of  thci  Labor  Board  on  disputes  as  to  overtime  rates  which  have 
been  or  may  be  referred  to  the  Board, 

Statement. — It  appears  from  the  submission  that  prior  to  Federal 
control  time  and  one-half  was  paid  after  nine  hours  to  employees  in 
certain  classes  of  work  in  several  crafts,  while  employees  in  other 
classes  of  work  in  the  same  crafts  received  no  overtime;  for  example, 
carmen  in  shops  on  repairs  and  construction  received  time  and  one- 
half  after  nine  hours,  while  carmen  working  as  inspectors  in  train 
yards  on  interchange  tracks  and  outlying  points  received  no  overtime. 

Decision  No.  222  of  the  Labor  Board  disposed  of  overtime  rules 
which  were  in  dispute  between  the  parties  to  this  controversy;  the 
question  remaining  for  this  Board  to  decide  being  the  payment  for 
overtime  during  the  period  July  1 to  August  15,  1921. 

It  is  the  emplo}^ees’  contention  that  the  wording  ‘*nor  classes  of 
employees”  as  contained  in  item  1 of  Addendum  No.  2 has  reference 
to  crafts  of  the  several  classes  or  organizations  and  that  the  language 
was  not  intended  to  permit  the  management  to  separate  employees 
of  any  organization  or  crafts  into  classes  for  the  purpose  of  allowing 
or  not  allowing  overtime  rates. 

It  was  the  carrier’s  contention  that  they  are  privileged  to  pay  car 
inspectors  pro  rata  rate  for  overtime  pending  the  decision  of  this 
Board  as  contemplated  in  Addendum  No.  2 above  referred  to. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Interpretation  No.  1 to 
Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  covers  the  question  in  dispute, 
and  therefore  refers  interested  parties  to  said  interpretation. 


DECISION  NO.  544.— DOCKET  600. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Boston  & Maine  Railroad, 

Question. — Prior  to  the  issuance  of  Decision  No.  222  an  applica- 
tion was  duly  filed  with  the  Labor  Board  for  decision  on  dispute 
between  the  above-named  parties.  The  dispute  involved  the  follow- 
ing questions: 

(1)  Until  the  Labor  Board  makes  further  decision  as  to  overtime  rate  and 
rate  for  Sunday  and  holiday  work,  should  rate  of  time  and  one-half  be  paid 
after  bulletined  hours — now  eight — or  after  the  same  number  of  hours  after 
which  time  and  one-half  was  paid  prior  to  issuance  of  General  Order  No,  27 
by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration? 

(2)  Should  the  overtime,  Sunday,  and  holiday  conditions,  until  further 
decision  by  the  Labor  Board,  be  the  same  for  all  employees  covered  by  the 
present  federated  crafts’  agreement,  regardless  of  the  difference  existing  in 
such  conditions  prior  to  General  Order  No,  27  of  the  United  States  Railroad 
Administration? 
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No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  reads,  in  part, 

as  follows: 

All  overtime  in  excess  of  tlie  established  hours  of  service  shall  he  paid  for 
at  the  pro  rata  rate;  provided,  that  this  will  not  alfect  classes  of  employees 
of  any  carrier  which  have  reached  an  agreement  as  to  overtime  rates,  nor 
classes  of  employees  of  any  carrier  who  by  agreement  or  practice  were 
receiving  a rate  higher  than  pro  rata  prior  to  the  promulgation  of  any  general 
order  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  relating  to  wages  and 
working  conditions.  Inasmuch  as  this  board  has  not  as  yet  given  considera- 
tion to  any  dispute  on  overtime  rates,  this  order  should  not  be  construed  to 
indicate  the  final  action  and  decision  of  the  Labor  Board  on  disputes  as  to 
overtime  rates  which  have  been  or  may  be  referred  to  the  board. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Interpretation  No.  1 to 
Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  covers  the  question  in  dispute, 
and  therefore  refers  the  interested  parties  to  said  interpretation. 


DECISION  NO.  545.— DOCKET  1215. 


Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railway  Co, 

Question. — (1)  Do  the  overtime  provisions  contained  in  the  car- 
rier’s agreement  prior  to  the  general  orders  of  the  United  States 
Eailroad  ildminist ration  relating  to  wages  and  working  conditions 
go  into  effect  July  1,  1921,  and  remain  in  effect  until  final  action  and 
decision  of  the  Labor  Board  as  to  overtime  rates  and  provisions,  or 
do  the  overtime  provisions  of  the  national  agreement  remain  in 
effect  on  July  1,  1921,  and  continue  until  final  action  and  decision  of 
the  Labor  Board  on  the  overtime  rates  and  provisions? 

(2)  What  constitutes  classes  of  employees  as  referred  to  in  section 
1,  Addendum  No.  2 of  Decision  No.  119,  with  respect  to  overtime 
provisions  ? 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Interpretation  No.  1 
to  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  covers  the  question  in  dis- 
pute, and  therefore  refers  the  interested  parties  to  said  interpretation. 


DECISION  NO.  546, -DOCKET  932. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana. 

Question.Sholl  section  foremen  who  are  paid  a monthly  rate  on 
a 313-day  basis  be  allowed  extra  compensation  for  work  performed 
on  holidays? 

Statement. — The  evidence  submitted  indicates  that  prior  to  the 
period  of  Federal  control  and  operation  the  supervisory  forces  on 
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these  lines,  including  section  foremen  in  the  maintenance  of  way 
department,  were  paid  on  the  calendar  month  basis  and  the  salary 
paid  them  compensated  for  all  service  rendered,  including  service 
on  Sundays  and  holidays ; and  that  the  pay  of  these  employees  was 
increased  under  Supplement  No.  8 to  General  Order  No.  27,  but  said 
supplement  made  no  change  in  the  number  of  days  constituting  a 
month’s  work. 

Further,  that  shortly  before  the  close  of  the  period  of  Federal 
control  and  operation  the  Director  General  of  Railroads  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  the  organization  representing  maintenance 
of  way  employees ; that  said  agreement  was  made  to  cover  the  period 
of  Federal  control  and  operation  and  it  became  effective  December 
1(),  1919;  that  when  the  agreement  in  question  became  available  for 
distribution,  instructions  were  issued  to  division  superintendents  and 
others  concerned  for  their  guidance  in  making  proper  application 
of  the  agreement  rules;  and,  that  under  date  of  February  3,  1920,  a 
circular  letter  of  instructions  covering  the  entire  agreement  was 
issued  to  all  concerned,  which  circular  read  in  part  as  follows : 

All  section  foremen  and  bridge  and  building  foremen  are  placed  on  313-day 
basis,  allowing  them  extra  compensation  for  Sunday  work,  except,  of  course, 
the  work  referred  to  in  paragraph  (h),  page  11.  ^ 

Employees^  position. — The  committee  claims  that  under  section 
(^)  of  article  5,  maintenance  of  way  agreement,  the  number  of  work- 
ing da3^s  constituting  a calendar  year  are  306  da^^s  for  the  foreman, 
and  that  under  section  (a  5)  of  article  5 when  foremen  are  required 
to  work  on  Sundays  or  any  of  the  seven  specified  holidays  they  should 
be  paid  at  the  pro  rata  hourl^^  rate  in  addition  to  their  monthly  rate, 
and  that  if  a more  favorable  practice  has  been  in  effect  it  should  be 
retained.  In  this  connection  the  Labor  Board  is  referred  to  deci- 
sions from  Railway  Board  of  Adjustment  No.  3 in  Dockets  M-856 
and  M-1017  dealing  with  similar  cases;  also  letter  from  Superin- 
tendent Costello  to  the  men  in  question  and  on  file  with  Board. 

Carriers  position. — The  carrier  claims  that  prior  to  the  effective  • 
date  of  Railroad  Administration  agreement  covering  maintenance 
of  way  employees  the  practice  on  the  Southern  Pacific  Lines  was  to 
pay  section  foremen  a.  monthly  salary,  and  this  monthly  salary  was 
originally  established  as  compensation  for  all  service  rendered.  This 
practice  was  quite  generally  in  effect  on  other  railroads,  and  when  the 
national  agreement  became  effective  December  16,  1919,  some  lines 
took  the  position  that  it  did  not  change  existing  practice  with  respect 
to  supervisory  foremen  paid  on  a monthly  salary  basis,  but  the  under- 
standing of  the  agreement  by  the  carrier  in  question  was  that  these 
foremen  should  be  placed  on  313-day  basis  without  any  reduction  in 
the  salaries  previously  received.  The  313-day  basis  was  therefore 
placed  in  effect  for  section  foremen  and'  they  were  allowed  extra  pay 
for  Sunday  work,  other  than  such  work  as  making  out  reports,  post- 
ing time  books,*  attending  staff  meetings,  and  similar  duties  not 
directly  connected  with  the  actual  work  of  their  gangs.  This  313- 
day  basis  was  in  effect  at  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920,  and  has  been 
continued. 

Decision. — Claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  547.— DOCKET  960. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  G,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  payment  of 
overtime  to  section  foremen,  extra  gang  foremen,  bridge  foremen, 
building  foremen,  masonry  foremen,  and  other  monthly-rated  fore- 
men in  the  maintenance  of  way  department  for  services  performed 
on  the  seven  designated  holidays. 

Statement. — The  men  in  question  are  paid  a monthly  rate  based  on 
313  eighh-hour  working  days  per  year,  additional  payment  being  al- 
lowed for  work  performed  on  Sundays,  but  not  for  work  performed 
on  the  seven  holidays  designated  in  the  agreement  promulgated  by 
the  United  States  Eailroad  Administration. 

Employees'^  position. — The  employees  claim  that  the  employees  in 
question  should  receive  a day’s  pay  at  pro  rata  rate  for  the  first  eight 
hours’  service  on  the  seven  named  holidays'  in  addition  to  their 
monthly  compensation  as  per  sections  5)  and  6)  of  Article  V 
of  the  agreement.  Exhibits  referred  to  are : Docket  M-856,  decision 
of  liailway  Board  of  Adjustment  No.  3,  dated  Washington,  D.  C., 
September  4,  1920,  and  Docket  M-909,  decision  of  Railway  Board  of 
Adjustment  No.  3,  dated  Washington,  D.  C.,  October  5,  1920. 

Carrier’s  position. — The  carrier  claims  that  section  {e)  of  Article 
V of  the  director  general’s  agreement  provides  that  in  computing 
hourly  rates  for  monthly-rated  employees  the  number  of  working 
days  constituting  the  calendar  year,  disregarding  holidays,  will  be 
used.  Section  (K)  provides  for  establishing  monthly  rate  by  multi- 
plying the  hourly  rate  by  208,  which  is  equivalent  to  26  working 
days  per  month;  also  provides  extra  pay  for  section  foremen  when 
required  to  walk  or  patrol  tracks  on  Sundays.  No  mention  is  made 
of  extra  pay  v>^hen  required  to  perform  such  service  on  holidays. 
Therefore  it  is  contended  the  calculating  of  the  overtime  rate  on  a 
313-day  basis  is  correct  and  the  claim  for  additional  pay  for  service 
on  holidays  is  unjustified.  It  is  also  contended  that  the  position  of 
the  carrier  is  fully  sustained  by  Decision  No.  209  (Docket  272)  of 
the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board. 

Decision.— Cldimi  of  the  employees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  548.— DOCKET  992. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  6,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Shall  pumpers  and  similar  classes  of  employees  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  section  (a  12)  of  Article  V of  the  agreement 
between  the  Director  General  of  Railroads  and  employees  repre- 
sented by  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees 
and  Railvv^ay  Shop  Laborers  be  paid  overtime  under  the  provisions 
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of  sections  (a  7)  and  (a  8),  and  for  calls  under  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tions {a  9),  (a  10),  and  {a  11)  of  said  agreement? 

Deeiswn. — No.  This  not  to  include  positions  excepted  in  the  last 
paragraph  of  section  {a  12)  of  Article  V. 


DECISION  NO.  549.— DOCKET  1004. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Knights  of  Labor  v.  Boston  & Maine  Railroad. 

Question. — The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  promotion 
of  senior  laborer  to  position  of  helper. 

Staiement. — The  evidence  submitted  indicates  that  in  September, 
1920,  there  was  a vacancy  in  position  of  machinist  helper  at  Dover, 
N.  H.,  which  was  advertised;  that  William  A.  Chapman,  fuel  han- 
dler, who  entered  the  service  of  the  carrier  in  April,  1912,  and 
Charles  Pierce,  watcliman,  who  entered  the  service  of  the  carrier 
in  July,  1918,  applied  for  the  position;  further,  that  no  machinist 
helper  applied,  and  Pierce  was  assigned,  although  Chapman  was  the 
oldest  man  in  the  service  making  application  for  the  place. 

Emyloyees'^  position. — The  position  of  the  employees  is  quoted  as 
follows : 

William  A.  Chapman,  laborer  at  Dover,  N.  H.,  for  the  past  eight  or  nine  years 
employed  as  wiper  and  fuel  handler — one  of  the  hardest  laboring  jobs  on  the 
railroad — and  for  the  past  two  or  three  years  had  charge  of  electric  hoist, 
oiling,  cleaning,  running,  and  making  minor  repairs  on  the  same  in  addition 
to  fuel  handling. 

Mr.  Chapman  bid  on  a job  for  machinist  helper  and  was  refused  the  position 
because  he  was  55  years  old.  and  it  was  given  to  a man  who  had  only  been  in 
the  employ  of  the  railroad  for  two  or  three  years. 

We  contend  that  the  question  of  age  does  not  enter  into  this  case,  becaiLse 
Mr,  Chapman  at  that  time  and  at  present  performs  one  of  the  most  laborious 
jobs,  and  if  able  to  fill  the  position  of  fuel  handler  he  certainly  is  capable  of 
filling  the  position  of  machinist  helper. 

The  company  admits  that  it  is  customary  to  give  these  positions  to  the 
senior  laborer,  but  claims  that  they  are  not  obliged  to  do  so,  and  on  account 
of  Mr.  Chapman’s  age  refuses  to  do  so.  The  company  at  other  points  on  the 
railroad  has  always  given  the  position  of  machinist  helper  to  the  senior  laborer 
without  respect  to  age;  many  of  them  of  the  same  age  and  older  than  Mr. 
Chapman. 

We  contend  that  Mr.  Chapman  is  entitled  to  the  position  of  machinist  helper 
and  entitled  to  the  difference  in  pay  from  the  date  of  giving  the  position  to 
another  man. 

Carriers  position. — The  j)osition  of  the  carrier  is  quoted  as  fol- 
lows : 

Machinist  helpers’  positions  are  governed  by  the  rules  of  the  shop  crafts’ 
agreement.  No  machinist  helper  at  Dover  or  elsewhere  bid  for  or  in  any  way 
signified  desire  to  have  this  position.  There  is  no  obligation  under  any  agree- 
ment to  give  the  senior  laborer  or  other  employee  applying  for  a machinist 
helper’s  position  such  position,  and  while  in  many  cases  where  no  helper  applies 
for  a vacant  position  the  senior  man  in  the  labor  class  applying  is  given  the 
place,  in  this  case  it  was  felt  on  account  of  Mr.  Chapman’s  age  that  he  should 
not  be  given  the  place,  having  in  mind  that  in  appointing  Mr.  Pierce — who  is 
about  20  years  of  age — he  would  fit  in  with  the  helper  apprentice  system  which 
is  being  developed. 

The  Knights  of  Labor  had  an  agreement  covering  this  class  of  employees  on 
terminal  division  at  the  time  of  this  occurrence,  but  the  maintenance  of  way 
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national  agreement  covered  Dover  and  other  points  outside  the  terminal 
division. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  does  not  construe  that  the  manage- 
ment was  obligated  under  the  provisions  of  the  then  existing  agree- 
ment to  promote  the  senior  laborer  to  the  position  of  helper. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  550.— DOCKET  189. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  Oregon-Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co. 

Questixm. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  Fireman  Fred  C.  Wolfe 
Avith  pay  for  time  lost.  Dismissed  May  24,  1920. 

Statement. — The  joint  statement  of  facts  in  this  case  is  quoted 
from'  the  submission,  as  follows : 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — The  following  bulletin  was  posted  October  13, 
1919,  and  signed  by  W.  M.  Gleason,  chief  dispatcher : 

“ Conductors  and  Engineers,  Ayer  Junction,  Spokane: 

“ When  train  and  engine  crews  desire  rest,  moving  via  Ayer  line  into  Spokane, 
this  information  must  be  wired  this  office  from  Marengo,  stating  how  much 
time  for  rest  desired,  arranging  with  all  concerned  on  train,  who  will  have  an 
understanding  alike.  We  liave  been  having  considerable  trouble  in  this  respect, 
account  crews  Avaiting  until  arrival  Spokane  before  stating  their  desires,  after 
men  have  left  roundhouse,  and  no  way  to  get  in  communication  with  them. 
Engine  crews  will  advise  Mr.  Ebblewhite  as  well  as  this  office.” 

Fireman  Fred  C.  Wolfe  was  holding  assignment  as  fireman  in  pool-freight 
service,  fourth  division,  home  terminal  at  Tekoa,  Wash.  Pool-freight  crews  on 
the  fourth  division  operate  out  of  Tekoa  to  Ayer  Junction,  a terminak 

On  May  21,  1920,  Fireman  Wolfe  was  called  to  report  for  duty  at  Ayer 
Junction  at  5.50  p.  m.  for  stock  extra  1749 ; departed  7.15  p.  m.,  arriving 
Spokane,  an  intermediate  point,  at  1.05  a.  m.  May  22.  Before  leaving  Ayer 
Junction  this  crew  was  notified  they  would  be  required  to  double  back  to  Ayer 
Junction  from  Spokane  on  this  trip. 

Fireman  Wolfe  was  taken  out  of  service  on  May  22,  1920,  and  was  given  an 
investigation  by  division  officials  on  May  24,  1920,  at  which  time  he  was  dis- 
charged from  the  service,  and  the  committee  is  requesting  his  reinstatement 
with  pay  for  all  time  lost. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  Fireman  Wolfe  notified  the 
conductor  before  leaving  Ayer  Junction  that  he  did  not  wish  to 
double  back  from  Spokane.  This  was  in  accordance  with  general 
practice  on  the  railroad,  which  tvas  to  give  notice  for  desire  for 
rest  through  the  conductor.  The  conductor  did  not  notify  the  chief 
dispatcher  until  the  train  had  reached  Spokane. 

The  Labor  Board  feels  that  Fireman  Wolfe  endeavored  to  comply 
Avith  terms  of  bulletin  by  notifying  conductor  that  he  did  not  wish 
to  double  back  before  leaving  Ayer  Junction,  in  order  that  such 
information  might  be  wired  to  the  dispatcher’s  office  from  Marengo. 
However,  Mr.  Wolfe  should  haA^e  endeavored  to  make  the  return 
trip  from  Spokane  to  Ayer  Junction,  if  physically  able  to  do  so, 
rather  than  cause  delay  to  the  train.  Later  he  might  have  taken 
up  his  grievance  or  protest  in  writing  with  proper  officials  had  he  so 
desired.  The  Board  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  conductor  should  liaise 
Avired  the  information  conve^^ed  to  him  by  Fireman  Wolfe  at  Ayer 
Junction,  either  from  that  point  or  from  Marengo,  thus  enabling  the 
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dispatcher  to  secure  a fireman  to  relieve  Mr.  Wolfe  without  causing 
any  delay  to  the  train  at  Spokane. 

The  evidence  further  shows  that  the  carrier  offered  to  reinstate 
Mr.  Wolfe  about  a month  after  his  dismissal,  but  declined  to  pay  for 
time*  lost.  The  committee  representing  the  fireman  proposed  that  he 
be  permitted  to  return  to  work  and  then  refer  the  question  of  pay 
to  the  Railroad  Labor  Board  for  adjudication. 

The  Board  believes  that  poor  judgment  was  exercised  by  the  carrier 
in  declining  the  proposition  made  in  Wolfe’s  behalf,  since  the  offer 
made  by  the  carrier  to  reinstate  him  without  pay  indicates  that  it  was 
not  felt  that  his  permanent  dismissal  was  warranted. 

Nearly  a year  later,  or  in  May,  1921,  the  carrier  reinstated  Fireman 
Wolfe,  thus  in  effect  complying  with  the  employees’  request  made  in 
June,  1920.  This  leaves  for  the  Board’s  consideration  only  the  ques- 
tion of  compensation  for  time  lost. 

Fireman  Wolfe  was  out  of  service  for  about  a year,  during  which 
time  his  normal  earnings  as  a fireman  would  have  been  about  $2,000. 
However,  it  is  understood  that  he  Avas  employed  as  a laborer  by  other 
concerns  and  his  loss  thereby  reduced  to  extent  of  such  earnings. 

Decision. — In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that 
fireman  Fred  C.  Wolfe  shall  be  paid  the  sum  of  $600,  which  partially 
compensates  for  his  actual  loss  due  to  his  dismissal  for  an  irregularity 
for  which  he  was  not  wholly  to  blame. 


DECISION  NO.  551.— DOCKET  431. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v*  Texas  & Pacific  Railway. 

Question. — Shall  R.  Phillips,  formerly  employed  as  section  foreman 
at  Paris,  Tex.,  but  who  was  dismissed  from  the  service  on  July  2, 
1920,  account  of  failure  to  properly  maintain  his  section,  be  rein- 
stated and  paid  for  time  lost  ? 

Decision. — Based  upon  the  evidence  submitted,  both  written  and 
oral,  it  is  the'  decision  of  the  Labor  Board  that  the  action  on  the 
part  of  the  carrier  was  justified  and  therefore  denies  the  claim  for 
reinstatement. 


DECISION  NO.  552.— DOCKET  643. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  San  Antonio,  Uvalde  & Gulf  Railroad. 

Question. — Shall  G.  F.  Davis,  formerly  employed  as  section  fore- 
man at  North  Pleasanton,  Tex.,  but  who  was  dismissed  from  the 
service  January  27,  1921,  for  alleged  failure  to  carry  out  instructions 
and  to  properly  maintain  his  section,  be  reinstated  and  paid  for  time 
lost  ? 
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Statement. — Written  and  oral  evid-ence  submitted  indicat^^  that 
Mr.  Davis  was  employed  as  section  foreman  at  Xorth  Pleasanton, 
Tex.,  for  approximately  seven  ycRrs;  that  on  Januaiy  *27,  1921,  he 
was  discharged  from  the  service  on  account  of  his  alleged  failure  to 
comply  with  instructions  contained  in  a telegram  which  the  carrier 
claims  he  failed  to  obtain  from  the  train  dispatcher's  oihce,  the  in- 
structions contained  therein  being  to  cover  up  oil  on  the  main  line 
at  a certain  location  on  his  territory.  It  is  shown  that  after  tlie 
completion  of  the  day’s  work  the  employee  called  at  the  dispatcher's 
office  (his  claim  being  that  it  was  his  second  trip  to  such  office  during 
the  day),  when  he  found  the  telegram  together  with  a letter  from  the 
roadmaster  advising  that  he  was  discharged  for  failure  to  carry  out 
instructions. 

In  connection  with  his  failure  to  secure  the  telegram,  it  is  the 
employees’  claim — and  not  denied  by  the  carrier — ^that  a box  had  been 
placed  on  the  wall  outside  of  the  dispatcher’s  door  from  which  he 
obtained  his  mail  and  telegrams  daily,  and  that  said  telegram  was  not 
in  the  box  when  he  called  by  the  office  in  the  morning.  The  carrier 
states  in  this  connection  that  he  should  have  inquired  of  the  train 
dispatcher  if  any  instructions  were  there  for  him,  which  it  is  claimed 
he  failed  to  do. 

It  is  shown  that  on  the  same  date  after  his  discharge  the  super- 
intendent of  maintenance  of  way  in  conversation  told  Mr.  Davis  that 
his  failure  to  secure  the  telegram  was  a culmination  of  numerous 
failures  to  carry  out  instructions,  wffiich  charges  Mr.  Davis  denies. 
It  is  further  shown  that  an  investigation  was  held  with  Mr,  Davis, 
the  roadmaster,  and  the  chief  train  dispatcher  present,  at  which  in- 
vestigation several  charges  were  brought  against  Mr.  Davis — the 
one  upon  which  the  greatest  emphasis  was  laid  being  his  alleged 
failure  to  detect  two  broken  angle  bars  on  October  16,  1920.  (Two 
and  one-half  months  prior  to  his  dismissal.) 

No  evidence  was  introduced  to  show  that  Mr.  Davis’s  attention  was 
called  to  his  alleged  failure  to  detect  the  broken  angle  bars.  It  is 
admitted  by  the  carrier  that  the  roadmaster  had  made  no  report  of 
the  broken  angle  bars  until  an  investigation  was  -made  as  to  Mr. 
Davis’s  record,  which  investigation  was  occasioned  by  his  alleged 
failure  to  secure  the  telegram  above  referred  to. 

At  oral  hearing  the  superintendent  of  motive  power  and  main- 
tenance of  way  admitted  that  the  failure  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Davis 
to  secure  the  telegram  was  not  sufficient  justification  to  warrant  his 
dismissal,  and  that  he  would  not  have  taken  that  action  upon  that 
fact  alone.  He  further  admits  that  the  question  with  reference  to 
the  angle  bars  was  brought  up  as  a result  of  Davis’s  alleged  refusal 
to  secure  the  telegram  and  that  had  he  not  failed  to  get  the  telegram 
the  matter  relative  to  the  broken  angle  bars  would  not  have  been 
brought  to  his  attention  at  that  time,  and,  further,  that  if  the  matter 
relative  to  the  angle  bars  had  not  been  brought  to  his  attention  he 
would  not  have  dismissed  Davis  from  the  service. 

Decision. — Based  upon  the  evidence  submitted,  it  is  the  decision 
of  the  Labor  Board  that  the  management  was  not  justified  in  re- 
lieving Mr.  Davis  from  the  service  in  the  manner  as  outlined,  and 
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that  he  shall  therefore  be  reinstated  to  his  former  position  with 
seniority  rights  unimpaired,  and  paid  for  all  time  lost  less  any 
amount  he  may  have  earned  in  other  employment  since  the  date  of 
his  dismissal. 


DECISION  NO.  553.— DOCKET  898. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Erie  Railroad  Co.;  New  York,  Susquehanna 
& Western  Railroad  Co.;  Wilkes-Barre  & Eastern  Railroad. 

Question. — Shall  the  Erie  Railroad  System  be  permitted  to  pay 
the  employees  in  the  station,  tower,-  and  telegraph  service  at  pro 
rata  rates  for  overtime  work  instead  of  time  and  one -half  time  as 
provided  for  in  rule  3 of  the  telegraphers’  agreement,,  effective 
October  15,  1919? 

Statement. — Rule  3 of  the  latest  telegraphers’  agreement  effective 
October  15,  1919,  reads  as  follows: 

Overtime  shall  be  computed  on  the  minute  basis  and  will  be  paid  for  at  the 
rate  of  time  and  one  half  time.  Employees  who  are  late  or  fail  to  report  for 
duty  without  giving  advance  notice,  except  for  reasons  beyond  their  control, 
shall  have  deducted  from  their  wages  the  amount  of  overtime  paid  to  em- 
ployees on  the  previous  trick  where  two  or  more  shifts  are  employed. 

The  telegraphers’  agreement  contained  the  usual  provision  of  30 
days’  notice  when  change  was  desired  by  either  party  thereto. 

On  July  13,  1921,  the  carrier  notified  the  representative  of  the 
organization  that  effective  July  1,  1921,  the  employees  in  question 
would  be  paid  at  pro  rata  rates  for  overtime  in  connection  with 
the  provisions  of  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  issued  by 
the  Labor  Board. 

Decision. — Under  the  circumstances  cited  and  in  view  of  Inter- 
pretation No.  4 to  Decision  No.  119,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that 
the  carrier  shall  not  be  permitted,  effective  as  of  July  1,  1921,  to 
change  the  payment  for  overtime  from  a punitive  to  a pro  rata  basis. 


DECISION  NO.  554.— DOCKET  385. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana. 

Question.~Cliiim  of  E.  Fowler,  clerk  in  accounting  department,- 
Houston,  Tex.,  for  pay  for  time  absent  account  of  sickness  April  27 
' to  30,  1920,  inclusive. 

Statement. — The  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Rail- 
way and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees  which  governs  the  working  conditions  of  employees  in 
the  class  of  service  in  which  Mr.  Fowler  is  engaged  does  not  contain 
any  specific  rule  on  the  question  of  pay  for  time  lost  account  sickness 
or  vacation ; however,  on  J anuary  30,  1920,  the  Director,  Division  of 
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Operation,  United  States  Eailroad  Administration,  issued  the  follow- 
ing telegraphic  instructions  to  the  regional  directors : 

Many  questions  have  arisen  as  to  payment  for  time  lost  account  vacations 
and  sick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  with  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees,  dated  January  13,  1920.  The  agreement  is  silent  on  this 
point,  but  it  was  the  understanding  that  existing  practices  as  to  vacations  and 
sick  leave  would  remain  in  eifect.  Please  have  this  understood  by  Federal 
managers. 

The  Labor  Board  decides  on  the  evidence  before  it  that 
under  the  past  practice  the  employee  in  question  is  not  entitled  to 
pay  for  time  lost  account  of  sickness. 

Claim  of  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  555.— DOCKET  755. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Bequest  for  reinstatement  of  Myrtle  A.  Guillett,  dis- 
missed from  the  service  September  18,  1921. 

Decision. — Bequest  for  reinstatement  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  556.— DOCKET  750. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question, — Bequest  of  W.  C.  Baldock,  checker,  Port  Huron,  Mich., 
for  pay  for  time  lost  account  of  sickness. 

Statement. — The  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Bail- 
way  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees  which  governs  the  working  conditions  of  employees  in 
the  class  of  service  in  which  Mr.  Baldock  is  engaged  does  not  con- 
tain any  specific  rule  on  the  question  of  pay  for  time  lost  account 
sickness  or  vacation;  however,  on  January  30,  1920,  the  Director, 
Division  of  Operation,  United  States  Eailroad  Administration,  is- 
sued the  following  telegraphic  instructions  to  the  regional  directors : 

Many  questions  have  arisen  as  to  payment  for  time  lost  account  vacations 
and  sick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  with  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees,  dated  January  13,  1920.  The  agreement  is  silent  on  this 
point,  but  it  was  the  understanding  that  existing  practices  as  to  vacations  and 
sick  leave  would  remain  in  eifect.  Please  have  this  understood  by  Federal 
manager.  * 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  on  the  evidence  before  it  that 
under  the  past  practice  the  employee  in  question  is  not  entitled  to 
pay  for  time  lost  account  of  sickness. 

Claim  of  employees  is  therefore  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  557.— DOCKET  749. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  Marjorie  Am  on,  clerk, 
Toledo,  Ohio. 

Decision. — Request  for  reinstatement  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  558.— DOCKET  650. 

Chicago,  111.,  December  6,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  with  ‘reference  to  bulletined  position  not 
awarded  to  employee  holding  seniority. 

Statement. — On  October  G,  1920,  the  position  of  chief  yard  clerk, 
Jonesboro,  Ark.,  was  bulletined  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  clerks’  national  agreement.  G.  S,  Canada  was  the  senior 
aj^piicant  for  same,  but  the  position  was  awarded  C.  J.  Rosecrans. 

The  employees  contend  that  Mr.  Canada  had  sufficient  merit  and 
ability  to  justify  a trial  as  provided  for  in  rule  10  of  the  national 
agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 

The  carrier  states  that  Mr.  Canada  entered  the  service  as  crew 
caller  in  October,  1915,  resigned  in  March,  1916,  reentered  the  service 
in  July,  1917,  as  extra  yard  clerk;  entered  military  service  in 
September,  1917,  and  again  reentered  the  service  in  July,  1919,  as 
car  clerk.  The  position  of  chief  yard  clerk  requires  a person 
thoroughly  familiar  with  all  classes  of  yard  work,  capable  of  taking 
full  charge  in  the  absence  of  the  general  yardmaster  and  acting  in  a 
supervisory  capacity.  It  is  claimed  that  Mr.  Canada  did  not  have 
these  qualifications.  Mr.  Rosecrans  entered  service  in  September, 
1907,  and  resigned  in  December,  1907.  He  reentered  the  service  in 
June,  1918,  having  had  a total  of  over  12  years’  experience  in  the  j^ard 
office  at  Jonesboro,  Ark. 

Rule  6 of  the  agreement  between  the  Director  General  of  Railroads 
and  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees,  reads  as  follows : 

Employees  covered  by  these  rules  shall  be  in  line  for  promotion.  Promotion 
shall  be  based  on  seniority,  fitness,  and  ability  ; fitness  and  ability  being  sufficient, 
seniority  shall  prevail,  except,  however,  that  this  provision  shall  not  apply  to 
the  excepted  positions  covered  in  exception  ( & ) , rule  1,  Article  I,  of  this  agree- 
ment. 

Note. — The  word  “ sufficient  ” is  intended  to  more  clearly  establish  the  right 
of  the  senior  employee  to  bid  in  a “ new  position  ” or  “ vacancy,”  where  two  or 
more  employees  have  adequate  “ fitness  and  ability.” 

The  intent  of  this  rule  is  to  establish  seniority  as  the  first  considera- 
tion in  selecting  the  successful  applicant  for  a bulletined  position. 
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but  there  must  be  coupled  with  seniority  sufficient  fitness  and  aihlity 
to  qualify  on  the  position  in  the  80  days’  trial  provided  for  in  rule  10. 

Decision. — Basin«’  this  decision  on  the  evidence  before  it,  including 
the  proceedings  of  the  hearing,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  posi- 
tion of  the  carrier  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  559.— DOCKET  785. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decembe)'  6,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Denver  & Rio  Grande  Railroad. 

Question. — Dispute  concerning  rate  of  pay  and  basis  of  compensa- 
tion for  messengers  employed  in  local  freight  office,  Denver,  Colo. 

Statement.—Ks.  originally  submitted  to  the  Labor  Board,  this  was 
a request  that  the  rates  of  pay  of  the  three  messengers  involved  in 
this  dispute  be  equalized  and  that  they  be  compensated  on  a daily 
basis  under  rule  66  rather  than  on  a monthly  basis  as  provided  for 
in  rule  49  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 

At  the  hearing  conducted  by  the  Labor  Board  the  request  for 
equalization  was  withdrawn.  It  further  developed  that  the  question 
of  the  duties  of  the  position  occupied  by  these  messengers  requiring 
or  not  requiring  continuous  application  had  not  been  the  subject  of 
investigation  between  representatives  of  the  employees  and  the  car- 
rier. At  the  hearing  the  employees  contended  that  the  duties  were 
not  intermittent  and  the  management  contended  that  they  were  in- 
termittent. 

Decision. — As  the  carrier  and  employees  have  not  made  proper 
effort  to  determine  the  applicability  to  rule  49  in  this  case,  the  Labor 
Board  decides  that  the  parties  to  this  dispute  shall  conduct  an  in- 
vestigation of  the  work  performed  in  an  effort  to  determine  whether 
or  not  the  employees  are  properly  subject  to  the  provisions  of  rule 
49,  and  in  the  event  that  an  agreement  can  not  be  reached  refer  the 
matter  to  this  Board  for  decision,  giving  full  information  as  to  the 
extent  to  which  service  requires  continuous  application. 


DECISION  NO,  560.— DOCKET  645. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  W.  A.  Bledsoe,  Meridian, 
Miss.,  dismissed  from  the  service  April  1,  1920. 

Decision. — Request  of  the  employees  is  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  561.— DOCKET  841. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question.— Qldiim  of  L.  E.  Stevenson,  clerk  in  the  office  of  the 
auditor  of  disbursements,  for  pay  for  time  absent  account  of  sickness 
in  the  month  of  March,  1921. 

StoJement. — The  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Rail- 
way and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees  which  governs  the  working  conditions  of  employees  in 
the  class  of  service  in  which  Mr.  Stevenson  is  engaged  does  not  con- 
tain any  specific  rule  on  the  question  of  pay  for  time  lost  account 
sickness  or  vacation;  however,  under  date  of  elanuary  30,  1920,  the 
Director,  Division  of  Operation,  United  States  Railroad  Adminis- 
tration, issued  the  following  telegraphic  instructions  to  the  regional 
directors. 

]\Iany  questions  h«ave  arisen  as  to  payment  for  time  lost  account  vacations 
and  sick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  with  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees,  dated  Januar>^  13,  1920.  The  agreement  is  silent  on  this 
point,  but  it  was  the  understanding  that  existing  practices  as  to  vacations  and 
sick  leave  w^ould  remain  in  effect.  Please  have  this  understood  by  Federal 
managers. 

Decision.— Labor  Board  decides  that  under  the  past  practice 
the  employee  named  is  not  entitled  to  pay  for  time  lost  account  of 
sickness. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  562.— DOCKET  842. 

Chicago,  III.,  Dec-emlyer  6,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Claim  of  Hazel  Painter,  clerk  in  the  office  of  the  audi- 
tor of  miscellaneous  accounts,  for  pay  for  time  absent  from  duty  ac- 
count of  sickness  April  4 to  8,  1921,  inclusive. 

Statement. — The  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Rail- 
way and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees  which  governs  the  working  conditions  of  employees  in 
the  class  of  service  in  which  Miss  Painter  is  engaged  does  not  contain 
any  specific  rule  on  the  question  of  pay  for  time  lost  account  sick- 
ness or  vacation;  however,  under  date  of  January  30,  1920,  the  Di- 
rector. Division  of  Operation,  United  States  Railroad  Administra- 
tion, issued  the  following  telegraphic  instructions  to  the  regional 
directors : 

Many  questions  have  arisen  as  to  payment  for  time  lost  account  vacations 
and  sick  leave  by  employees  covered  by  the  national  agreement  with  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees,  dated  January  13,  1920.  The  agreement  is  silent  on  this 
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point,  but  it  v/as  the  understanding  that  existing  practices  as  to  vacations  and 
sick  leave  would  remain  in  effect.  Please  have  this  understood  by  Federal 
managers. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  under  the  past  practices 
the  employee  involved  is  not  entitled  to  pa^/  for  time  lost  account  of 
sickness. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  563.— DOCKET  685. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  6,  1921. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway  Co. 

Question.— C\2iim  of  agent  at  Libertyville,  111.,  for  pay  under 
call  rule  account  conductor  of  train — which  departed  from  station 
named  outside  of  the  period  of  the  agent’s  regular  assignment — 
getting  a clearance  from  dispatcher  by  telephone  through  the  tower 
at  Eondout,  111. 

Decision. — The  matter  complained  of  in  this  dispute  having  oc- 
curred before  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  under 
which  the  Labor  Board  was  created,  and  the  Board  being  of  the 
opinion  that  this  act  was  not  intended  to  have  a retroactive  or  retro- 
spective effect,  the  Board  decides  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction  in  this 
dispute  and  the  case  is  therefore  removed  from  the  docket  and  the 
file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  564.— DOCKET  691. 

Chicago,  III.,  Deceml)er  10,  1921. 

American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Denver  & Rio  Grande  Railroad. 

Question. — Shall  Train  Dispatcher  E.  G.  Brown  be  paid  for  time 
absent  account  of  sickness  May  14  to  June  20,  1920,  inclusive? 

Statement.— Th.Q  rule  in  effect  governing  pay  for  time  lost  on 
account  of  sickness  is  as  follows : 

Chief,  assistant  chief,  regular  trick,  and  regular  relief  dispatchers  will  be 
extended  the  same  treatment  as  is  the  practice  on  each  road  to  accord  to 
other  division  officials  for  loss  of  time  account  of  sickness. 

The  employees  contend  that  it  has  been  the  practice  of  the  carrier 
in  question  to  pay  division  officers  for  time  lost  on  account  of  sick- 
ness, and,  therefore,  in  accordance  with  the  rule  above  quoted  the 
dispatchers  in  question  should  be  extended  the  same  treatment. 

The  carrier  contends  that  it  has  not  been  the  practice  to  pay 
division  officials  for  time  lost  on  account  of  sickness  when  neces- 
sary to  employ  someone  in  their  place  at  additional  expense.  The 
carrier  further  contends  that  the  working  conditions  of  dispatchers 
are  not  the  same  as  other  division  officials — in  that  the  dispatchers 
are  on  an  eight-hour  basis  while  other  division  officials  are  paid  on 
a monthly  basis — and,  therefore,  they  are  not  entitled  to  the  same 
treatment. 

Under  this  construction  of  the  rule  above  quoted  the  rule  would 
not  mean  anything  and  was  not  intended  to  mean  anything.  The 
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Board  can  not  take  such  a view.  On  the  contrary,  it  would  appear 
that  the  Director,  Division  of  Operation,  United  States  Railroad 
Administration,  considered  train  dispatchers  as  division  officials 
and  entitled  to  the  same  treatment  as  was  accorded  such  officials. 

Decision. — Adopting  this  view,  and  giving  due  consideration  to 
the  fact  that  the  carrier  states  its  inability  to  show  a single  case 
where  pay  for  time  absent  account  of  sickness  was  denied  division 
officials  under  like  circumstances,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  posi- 
tion of  the  employees  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  565.— DOCKET  756. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  10,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Is  the  position  held  by  Hurm  Volkers,  Holland,  Mich., 
a clerical  position  as  defined  in  rule  4,  Article  II,  of  the  national 
agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees? 

Statement. — The  employee  in  question  is  classified  and  paid  as  a 
trucker  at  the  station  named,  and  during  a part  of  the  day  assists 
an  employee,  designated  as  checker,  in  delivering  freight.  During 
the  balance  of  the  day  he  is  engaged  in  sorting  and  piling  freight 
and  in  sweeping,  trucking,  and  similar  work. 

The  employees  contend  that  Mr.  Yolkers  is  engaged  for  more  than 
four  hours  a day  in  the  performance  of  work  of  a clerical  nature 
as  defined  in  rule  4 of  the  clerks’  national  agreement,  while  the 
carrier  contends  he  is  not  so  engaged. 

Decision. — The  evidence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  Hunn 
Yolkers  does  not  devote  more  than  four  hours  a day  to  clerical 
work,  as  defined  in  rule  4,  Article  II,  of  the  national  agreement  of 
the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Han- 
dlers, Express  and  Station  EmiDloyees. 

Claim  of  the  employees  is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  566.— DOCKET  760. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  10,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Application  of  rule  50  of  the  national  agreement  of 
the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Han- 
dlers, Express  and  Station  Employees  in'  the  case  of  three  hourly- 
rated employees  who  were  released  before  completion  of  their  8- 
hour  assignment  on  November  26,  1920,  and  in  the  case  of  two 
hourly-rated  employees  who  reported  for  work  at  their  regular 
starting  time  on  December  10,  ifeo,  not  having  been  notified  other- 
wise, and  were  sent  home  without  working. 
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tStaiemerd, — On  December  ID,  1920,  two  men  wlio  had  l)een  re^n- 
larly  employed  since  September  13,  1920,  and  July  23,  1920.  respec- 
tively, reported  for  work  at  their  regular  starting  time,  not  having 
been  otherwise  notified,  and  were  sent  home  vrithout  working:  the 
employees  did  not  receive  any  compensation  for  this  day.  On 
November  26,  1920,  three  men  who  had  been  regularly  eniploved 
since  September  20,  1920,  September  13,  1920,  and  May  26,  ifco, 
respectively,  were  released  after  completing  six  and  one-half  hours’ 
service  and  were  paid  for  six  and  one-half  hours. 

The  employees  contend  that  under  rule  50  of  the  agreement  the 
men  who  reported  for  wmrk  at  their  regular  starting  time,  December 
10,  1920,  not  having  been  otherwise  notified,  are  entitled  to  three 
hours’  pay  therefor ; and  that  the  men  wdio  worked  six  and  one-half 
hours  on  November  26,  1920,  are  entitled  to  not  less  than  eight  hours’ 
pay  therefor  under  the  provisions  of  the  same  rule. 

The  carrier  contends  that  the  men  who  reported  on  December 
10,  1920,  are  not  entitled  to  any  compensation,  anil  that  the  men 
who  were  released  at  the  expiration  of  six  and  one-half  hours  on 
December  10  and  paid  therefor  were  properly  compensated,  basing 
their  contention  on  the  ground  that  these  are  the  class  of  employees 
referred  to  in  the  last  sentence  of  rule  50.  Eule  50  reads  as  follows : 

Hourly-rated  employees  whose  senioritj^  entitles  them  to  regular  employment 
required  to  report  at  regular  starting,  time  and  place  for  a day's  work,  and 
when  conditions  prevent  work  being  perfornaed,  will  be  allowed  a minimum  of 
three  ^3)  hours’  pay  at  pro  rata  rates.  If  held  cm  duty  over  tliree  (3>  hours, 
actual  time  so  held  will  be  paid  for.  If  required  to  work  any  part  of  the  time 
so  held  and  through  no  fault  of  their  own  are  released  before  a full  day’s  work 
is  performed,  will  be  paid  not  less  than  eight  (8>  hours’  pay,  unless  they 
lay  off  of  their  own  accord.  This  guaranty  will  not  be  construed  to  apply 
to  those  who  are  employed  to  take  care  of  the  fluetnating  work  that  can  not 
be  handled  by  regular  forces. 

Decision. — Position  of  the  employees  is  sustained. 


DEaSION  NO.  567.— DOCKET  761. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  10,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Did  the  experience  of  Bernice  H.  Shippey  prior  to 
entering  the  service  of  the  Pere  Marquette  Kailroad  Co.,  coupled 
with  her  experience  in  the  service  of  this  carrier,  entitle  her  to  an 
increase  in  pay  of  6-|  cents  per  hour,  effective  October  2,  1920,  under 
sections  2 and  3 of  Decision  No.  2 issued  by  the  Labor  Board? 

Statement. — Miss  Shippey  entered  the  service  of  the  carrier  on 
March  2,  1920.  Previous  to  that  date  she  had  been  employed  in  the 
ofSce  of  a manufacturing  concern  from  October  2,  1919,  to  Februar}^ 
21,  1920.  She  was  increased  6|  cents  per  hour  under  section  3 of 
Decision  No.  2 of  this  Board. 

The  employees  claim  that  her  experience  prior  to  entering  the 
service  of  the  carrier  should  be  credited  to  her,  and  that  she  should 
have  received  an  additional  increase  of  OJ  cents  under  sections  2 and 
3 of  Decision  No.  2 when  her  accumulated  experience  amounted  to 
not  less  than  one  year. 
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The  carrier  contends  that  she  was  without  previous  experience  in 
railroad  work  or  in  work  similar  to  railroad  work  when  she  entered 
their  service,  and  that  she  was  paid  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
of  Decision  No.  2. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  work  performed 
by  Bernice  H.  Shippey  prior  to  entering  the  service  of  the  Pere 
Marquette  Eailroad  Co.  was  of  a nature  similar  to  railroad  cleri- 
cal work,  and,  therefore,  she  was  entitled  to  an  additional  increase  of 
^ cents  under  sections  2 and  3 of  Decision  No.  2 when  her  accumu- 
lated experience  amounted  to  not  less  than  one  year. 


DECISION  NO.  568.— DOCKET  860. 

Chicago,  III.,  Deoember  10,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Oerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Indiana  Harbor  Belt  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  with  reference  to  change  in  practice  of  letting 
employees  in  certain  offices  off  for  part  of  the  day  on  Saturday. 

Decision. — The  employees  having  requested  the  withdrawal  of  this 
dispute  and  the  carrier  having  concurred  therein,  the  case  is  re- 
moved from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  569.— DOCKET  937. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  10,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Question, — Dispute  with  reference  to  proper  seniority  date  of 
Walter  Floating,  clerk,  Hazleton,  Pa. 

Decision. — At  hearing  conducted  by  the  Labor  Board  the  parties 
to  this  dispute  agreed  upon  a settlement,  and  the  case  is  therefore  re- 
moved from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  570.— DOCKET  952. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  10,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  'and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
' and  Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System. 

Question. — Dispute  with  reference  to  proper  rate  of  pay  of  Daniel 
Burns,  clerk  in  office  of  superintendent  car  service,  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

Decision. — The  emplo^^ees  have  advised  the  Labor  Board  that  this 
dispute  has  been  satisfactorily  adjusted  and  have  requested  that  it  be 
withdrawn.  The  request  for  withdrawal  is  granted,  and  case  is  re- 
moved from  the  docket  and  file  closed. 
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DECISION  NO.  571.— DOCKET  1214. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  10,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System. 

Question. — Dispute  re^ardinff  seniority  of  Bessie  Shive,  clerk, 
Philadelphia,  Pa. 

Decision.— =The  Labor  Board  having  been  advised  by  the  parties 
to  this  dispute  that  a satisfactory  settlement  has  been  reached,  the 
case  is  removed  from  the  docket  and  the  file  closed. 


DECISION  NO.  572.— DOCKET  677. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  12,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express ' 
aPxd  Station  Employees  v.  Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  J.  E.  ISTunez,  employee  in  the  purchasing 
department,  Gulfport,  Miss.,  for  reimbursement  for  time  lost  inci- 
dent to  reduction  in  days  of  regular  weekly  assignment. 

Statement. ~ln  the  month  of  January,  1921,  business  decreased 
sufficiently  to  warrant  a reduction  in  force,  and  the  employees  in 
the  purchasing  agent’s  office — five  in  number — were  required  to 
work  4|-  days  a week,  or  20  days  per  month,  which  resulted  in  a re- 
duction of  their  earnings. 

The  employees  contend  that  this  action  on  the  part  of  the  carrier 
was  in  conflict  with  rule  GO  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Eailway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees,  and  was  protested  by  the  employees  at  the 
time  the  change  was  made. 

The  carrier  contends  that  the  action  was  taken  to  avoid  reducing 
the  force  and  depriving  employees  of  employment,  and  that  before 
the  arrangem.ent  was  made  effective  a petition  was  circulated  among 
the  employees  and  all  but  one  expressed  a willingness  to  have  the 
hours  changed.  The  carrier  further  contends  that  no  formal  pro- 
test in  regard  to  the  arrangement  was  made  until  April,  1921,  al- 
though the  change  was  made  in  January  of  that  year. 

That  part  of  rule  66  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  which  the 
employees  contend  has  been  violated  reads  as  follows : 

Nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  to  permit  the  rediiftion  of  days  for  the 
employees  covered  by  this  rule  (66)  below  six  (6)  per  week  excepting  that 
this  number  may  be  reduced  in  a week  in  which  holidays  occur  by  the  number 
of  such  holidays. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  reduction  of  the 
days  worked  by  the  employees  involved  in  this  dispute  below  six 
per  week  was  in  violation  of  that  part  of  rule  66  of  the  national 
agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Bailway  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees,  and  that  J.  E. 
Nunez  shall  be  reimbursed  for  the  difference  between  the  compensa- 
tion he  has  received  since  January  15,  1921,  and  the  compensation 
he  would  have  received  if  he  had  been  permitted  to  work  the  full 
number  of  hours  constituting  his  regular  assignment. 
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DECISION  NO.  573.— DOCKET  711, 

Chicago,  111.,  December  12,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 

and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milv/aukee  & St.  Paul  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Eequest  for  reinstatement  of  Hazel  Gregory,  clerk  in 
the  general  yardmaster’s  office,  Janesville,  Wis. 

Statement. — On  August  4,  1920,  at  conference  between  the  super- 
intendent of  the  carrier  and  the  representative  of  the  employees  it 
was  agreed  that  Miss  Gregory  would  be  reinstated  to  the  service 
without  prejudice  to  her  seniority  with  the  understanding  that  she 
would  not  be  restored  to  the  position  she  formerly  held  in  the  gen- 
eral yardmaster’s  office. 

Decision. — Basing  this  decision  on  the  evidence  before  it,  the  Labor 
Board  decides  that  request  for  reinstatement  to  position  in  the  gen- 
eral yardmaster’s  office  with  pay  for  time  held  out  of  service  is 
denied.  However,  if  the  employee  desires  to  return  to  the  service 
she  shall  be  permitted  to  exercise  her  seniority  rights  to  any  position 
to  which  her  seniority,  fitness,  and  ability  justifies  a trial,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  rules  in  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood 
of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees.  If  she  returns  to  the  service,  she  shall  retain 
her  seniority  rights  unimpaired  from  the  date  she  entered  the  service 
of  the  carrier. 


DECISION  NO.  574.— DOCKET  757. 

Chicago,  111.,  December  12,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question, — Claim  of  daily-rated  employees  at  freight  station, 
Lansing,  Mich.,  for  pay  for  armistice  day,  November  11,  1920,  on 
which  day  they  were  notified  not  to  work. 

Statement. — Armistice  day,  November  11,  1920,  was  declared  a 
legal  holiday  at  Lansing,  Mich.,  and  the  freight  station  closed. 
Claim  is  made  by  daily-rated  employees  for  one  day’s  pay  which  was 
deducted  from  their  wages  on  account  of  not  working  on  that  day. 

Rule  66  of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees reads,  in  part,  as  follows : 

Nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  to  permit  the  reduction  of  days  for  em- 
ployees covered  by  this  rule  (66)  below  six  (6)  per  week  excepting  that  this 
number  may  be  reduced  in  a week  in  which  holidays  occur  by  the  number  of 
such  holidays. 

Rule  64  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  designated  the  following 
holidays,  which,  in  addition  to  Sundays,  are  to  be  treated  as  holidays 
and  paid  for  as  such : 

New  Year’s,  Washington’s  Birthday,  Decoration  Day,  Fourth  of  July, 
Labor  Day,  Thanksgiving,  and  Christmas. 

Decision. — The  language  of  rule  66,  above  quoted,  is  understood  by 
the  Board  to  refer  to  the  holidays  designated  in  rule  64,  unless  other 
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holidays  are  mutually  agreed  upon.  In  lieu  of  any  sucdi  agreement 
the  Labor  Board  decides  that  under  tlie  rule  above  <juoted  the  daily- 
rated employees  involved  in  this  dispute  are  entitled  to  pay  for 
armistice  day,  November  11,  1920. 


DECISION  NO.  575.— DOCKET  808. 

Chicago,  TIL,  Decemher  12,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  with  reference  to  proper  rate  of  pay  of  J.  O. 
Covert,  head  clerk,  overcharge  claim  department. 

Statement. — During  the  period  of  Federal  control  a dispute  arose 
relative  to  the  proper  classification  and  rate  of  pay  of  the  employee 
above  named,  and  on  July  12,  1920,  the  Director  General  of  Kail- 
roads  issued  a decision  to  the  effect  that  the  position  held  by  Mr. 
Covert  was  a newly  created  one  and  that  the  rate  should  be  estab- 
lished on  a basis  of  similar  position  in  the  service.  The  employees 
and  the  carrier  have  not  been  able  to  agree  upon  the  application  of 
the  decision  of  the  director  general. 

Decision.- — It  appears  that  this  dispute  covers  a controversy  which 
arose  during  the  period  of  F ederal  control  and  has  already  been  the 
subject  of  a decision  by  the  Director  General  of  Railroads.  The 
Labor  Board  is  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction 
in  the  dispute,  and  the  case  is  removed  from  the  docket  and  the  file 
closed. 


DECISION  NO.  57e.— DOCKET  810, 

Chicago,  III.,  December  12,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis- San  Francisco  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Request  for  reinstatement  of  Ruth  Smith  to  any  posi- 
tion in  the  carrier’s  service  to  which  her  seniority  rights  entitle  her 
with  seniority  rights  imimpaired,  and  pay  for  the  period  it  is  claimed 
she  was  held  out  of  service  pending  investigation. 

Statement. — As  a result  of  the  addition  of  other  duties  to  the  po- 
sition of  file  clerk  in  the  superintendent’s  office  at  Springfield,  Mo., 
held  by  Miss  Smith,  she  was  displaced  on  November  12,  1920,  and 
sought  to  exercise  her  seniority  to  displace  a junior  employee  in  the 
service.  This  request  was  refused  because  she  would  not  agTee  to 
remain  in  the  position  held  by  the  employee  she  sought  to  displace 
for  a period  sufficient  in  the  judgment  of  the  management  to  justify 
awarding  her  the  position.  The  case  was  taken  up  by  the  employees’ 
committee  and  investigation  requested  under  nde  32  of  the  national 
agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  on  the  ground 
that  she  was  dismissed  from  the  position  of  file  clerk. 
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An  investigation  was  held  on  December  10,  1920,  at  which  it  was 
developed,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  employees’  representative,  that 
Miss  Smith  was  not  qualified  to  hold  the  file  clerk’s  position  in  the 
superintendent’s  office  with  the  added  duties.  Subsequent  to  the  in- 
vestigation the  carrier  agreed  to  permit  her  to  retain  her  seniority 
and  apply  for  any  bulletined  position.  It  appears  that  this  dispo- 
sition of  the  case  was  accepted  by  her  representative. 

The  employees  now  request  that  Miss  Smith  be  paid  for  the  time 
she  was  held  out  of  service  prior  to  the  date  of  the  investigation  and 
that  she  be  placed  in  any  position  to  which  her  seniority  rights 
entitle  her  with  seniority  unimpaired. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  request  for  pay  for 
the  time  lost  by  Ruth  Smith,  prior  to  the  investigation  on  December 
10,  1920,  is  denied.  However,  if  she  desires  to  return  to  the  car- 
rier’s service  she  shall  be  permitted  to  retain  her  seniority  unim- 
paired, and  shall  be  assigned  to  the  first  bulletined  position  to  which 
her  seniority  rights  entitle  her,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steam- 
ship Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 


DECISION  NO.  577.— DOCKET  862. 

Chimgo,  III.,  December  12,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Question. — Claim  of  Alma  De  Long  for  position  of  bill  clerk, 
Lansing,  Mich.,  and  reimbursement  for  time  lost  since  date  she  was 
relieved , from  service  on  account  of  reduction  in  force. 

Statement. — Miss  De  Long  entered  the  service  of  the  carrier,  as 
clerk  in  the  local  freight  office,  Lansing,  Mich.,  June  7,  1920.  On 
November  27,  1920,  she  was  laid  off  on  account  of  reduction  in  force, 
and  several  employees  holding  less  seniority  retained  in  the  service. 

The  carrier  contends  that  Miss  De  Long  did  not  have  the  requisite 
fitness  and  ability  to  fill  an}^  of  the  positions  in  the  office  in  which 
employees  junior  to  her  in  the  serAuce  were  retained.  The  employees 
state  that  prior  to  her  appointment  to  position  which  she  held  at 
the  time  the  force  w^as  reduced  Miss  De  Long  held  position  of  bill 
clerk,  and  contend  that  she  should  haA^e  been  pennitted  to  return 
to  same  when  the  force  was  reduced  in  NoA^ember,  1920. 

Decision. — The  CAudence  before  the  Labor  Board  shows  that  Alma 
De  Long  had  sufficient  fitness  and  ability  to  fill  position  of  bill  clerk, 
and  she  should  have  been  assigned  to  same  when  she  was  relicA^ed 
from  serAuce  on  account  of  reduction  in  force,  NoA^ember  27,  1920. 
The  Board,  therefore,  decides  that  she  shall  be  reinstated  to  said 
position  with  seniority  rights  unimpaired,  and  paid  for  all  time 
lost  less  any  amount  she  m.ay  have  earned  at  other  employment  since 
the  date  she  was  laid  off. 
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DECISION  NO.  578.— DOCKET  939. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  12,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 

and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford  Railroad  Co. 

Question. — Dispute  with  reference  to  right  of  Joseph  H.  Dough- 
erty, clerk,  East  Providence  engine  house,  to  exercise  his  seniority 
at  Providence  engine  house  when  his  position  at  the  former  point 
was  abolished  on  January  27,  1921. 

Statement. — On  January  27,  1921,  position  of  clerk  in  the  engine 
house  at  East  Providence,  R.  I.,  was  abolished,  and  Mr.  Dougherty, 
the  employee  holding  same,  sought  to  exercise  his  seniority  to  posi- 
tion in  the  engine  house  at  Providence,  R.  I.  This  request  was  de- 
clined by  the  carrier  on  the  ground  that  the  engine  house  at  Provi- 
dence was  not  in  the  same  seniority  district  as  the  engine  house  at 
East  Providence. 

The  employees  state  that  after  the  issuance  of  Supplement  No.  7 
they  sought  a conference  with  the  carrier  to  arrange  for  the  incor- 
poration of  its  provisions  into  their  agreement,  as  provided  for  in 
Article  XV  thereof.  After  the  issuance  of  the  national  agreement 
of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Han- 
dlers, Express  and  Station  Employees  they  sought  a conference  for 
the  purpose  of  reaching  an  understanding  of  its  application.  Neither 
conference  was  held. 

Rule  7 of  the  clerk’s  national  agreement  reads  as  follows : 

Seniority  districts  of  defined  limits  shall  be  established  by  mutual  agreement 
between  the  management  and  duly  accredited  representatives  of  the  employees, 
and,  pending  the  establishment  of  such  districts,  the  districts  as  now  estab- 
lishd  by  agreement  or  those  established  by  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order 
No.  27  and  interpretations  thereto  shall  remain  in  etfect. 

The  employees  contend  that  in  the  absence  of  an  agreement  the 
seniority  districts  established  by  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order 
No.  27  remain  in  effect,  and  that  under  the  provisions  of  the  supple- 
ment named  Mr.  Dougherty  had  the  right  to  exercise  his  seniority 
rights  to  any  position  in  the  mechanical  department  on  the  Provi- 
dence Division.  The  employees  request  that  he  be  permitted  to  ex- 
ercise this  right  arid  be  reimbursed  for  the  time  lost  account  of  the 
refusal  of  the  carrier  to  permit  him  to  do  so. 

The  carrier  states  that  prior  to  the  period  of  Federal  control  there 
was  an  agreement  in  effect  between  the  carrier  and  clerks  employed 
in  freight  offices,  yards,  ticket  offices,  and  on  docks  and  piers.  Under 
this  agreement  seniority  rights  of  the  employees  subject  thereto  were 
confined  to  the  point  employed.  Following  the  issuance  of  Supple- 
ment No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27  of  the  United  States  Railroad 
Administration  no  change  was  made  in  the  former  practice  as  ap- 
plied to  clerks  covered  by  the  previous  agreement,  and  the  carrier 
claims  that  the  principle  of  “ point  seniority  ” established  by  that 
agreement  should  apply  to  other  employees. 

In  lieu  of  the  estal)lishment  of  seniority  districts  as  provided  for  in 
rule  7 of  the  clerks’  national  agreement  the  seniority  districts  estab- 
lished by  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27  remained  in 
effect.  This  supplement  provides  that  each  classified  department  of 


DECISIOITS. 


529 


each  superintendent’s  or  master  mechanic’s  division  shall  constitute 
a seniority  district.  The  agreement  in  etfect  prior  to  the  issuance 
of  this  supplement — which  the  carrier  contends  established  “ point 
seniority  ” — covered  only  erfiployees  in  freight  houses,  yards,  ticket 
offices,  and  on  docks  and  piers,  and  did  not  extend  to  employees  in 
engine  houses. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  the  principle  of  “ point  seniority  ” was 
extended  by  agreement  to  employees  outside  of  the  scope  of  the  agree- 
ment in  effect  when  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27 
was  issued.  It  is  not  denied  that  the  engine  houses  at  East  Provi- 
dence and  Providence,  P.  I.,  were  within  the  same  department  of  the 
same  superintendent’s  or  master  mechanic’s  division. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  J.  H.  Dougherty  shall 
be  permitted  to  exercise  his  seniority  to  any  position  within  the  scope 
of  the  national  agreement  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Kailway  and  Steam- 
ship Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees 
in  the  mechanical  department  on  the  Providence  Division  in  accord- 
ance with  the  rules  of  said  agreement,  and  shall  be  reimbursed  for 
the  time  lost  on  account  of  being  refused  the  right  to  do  so  when 
his  position  was  abolished,  on  January  27,  1921,  less  any  amount  he 
may  have  earned  at  other  employment  since  the  date  he  was  laid  off. 


DECISION  NO.  579.— DOCKET  424. 

# 

Chicago,  III.,  December  IS,  1921. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Central  Railroad  Co.  of  New  Jersey. 

Question. — Shall  Peter  J.  Reilly,  formerly  employed  as  section 
foreman  at  Aldene,  N.  J.,  dismissed  from  the  service  on  April  2, 
1920,  be  reinstated  and  paid  for  time  lost? 

Decision. — Based  upon  the  evidence  that  has  been  submitted,  it  is 
the  decision  of  the  Labor  Board  that  the  discipline  administered  to 
Peter  J.  Reilly  was  too  severe,  and  that  he  shall,  therefore,  be  re- 
instated to  his  former  position  with  seniority  rights  unimpaired, 
but  not  paid  for  time  lost. 


DECISION  NO.  580.— DOCKET  778. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  13,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Question. — Shall  an  employee  engaged  exclusively  in  the  operation 
of  an  electric  crane  of  less  than  40-ton  capacity  in  freight  station  at 
San  Francisco,  Calif.,  be  classified  and  rated  in  accordance  with 
rule  141  of  the  national  agreement  governing  the  Federated  Shop 

. Decision. — Yes,  to  the  effective  date  of  reclassification  established 
by  Addendum  No.  6 to  Decision  No.  222. 
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DECISION  NO.  581.— DOCKET  851. 

Chicago,  JIL,  December  13,  1921. 

Railway  Employees’  Department,  A,  F.  of  *L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Indiana  Harbor  Belt  Railroad  (>). 

Question. — Shall  H.  E.  Kavanaugh,  formerly  employed  as  car 
inspector  at  Gibson,  Ind.,  dismissed  from  the  service  on  March  18, 
1921,  be  reinstated  and  paid  for  time  lost? 

Decision. — Based  upon  written  and  oral  evidence  submitted  in 
this  case  it  is  the  decision  of  the  Labor  Board  that  the  action  taken 
by  the  management  was  justified. 

The  claim  for  reinstatement  is  therefore  denied. 


PART  2 


ADDENDA  ;;  1§21 


LIST  OF  ADDENDA  AUTHORIZED. 


Addendum  ADDENDA  TO  DECISION  NO.  119, 

No.  Page. 

1.  Dated  May  11,  1921,  effective  May  11,  1921 535 

2.  Dated  .Tune  27,  1921,  effective  .luly  1,  1921 ' 535 

ADDENDA  TO  DECISION  NO.  147.' 

1.  Dated  June  25,  1921,  effective  June  1,  1921 537 

2.  Dated  July  1,  1921,  effective  July  1,  1921 561 

3.  Dated  October  11,  1921,  effective  October  16,  1921 .564 

ADDENDA  TO  DECISION  NO.  215. 

1.  Dated  September  29,  1921,  effective  October  16,  1921 565 

ADDENDA  TO  DECISION  NO.  218. 

1.  Dated  August  5,  1921,  effective  August  5,  1921 566 

ADDENDA  TO  DECISION  NO.  222. 

1.  Dated  September  14,  1921,  effective  September  16, 1921 566 

2.  Dated  September  26,  1921,  effective  Ocfober  1,  1921 567 

3.  Dated  October  8,  1921,  effective  October  16,  1921 567 

4.  Dated  October  13,  1921,  effective  October  16,  1921 570 

.5.  Dated  November  14,  1921,  effective  November  16,  1921 571 

6.  Dated  November  29,  1921,  effective  December  1,  1921 571 

7.  Dated  December  1,  1921,  effective  December  1,  1921 596 

8.  Dated  December  12,  1921,  effective  December  16,  1921 597 

9.  Dated  December  23,  1921,  effective  January  1,  1922 597 

ADDENDA  TO  DECISION  NO.  501. 

1.  Dated  December  23,  1921,  effective  January  1,  1922 598 
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ADDENDA  TO  DECISIONS. 


ADDENDUM  NO.  1 TO  DECISION  NO.  119.— MISC.  CASE  101.1. 

Chicago,  III.,  May  11,  1921.  , 

Decision  Xo.  119  (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3). — International 
Association  of  Machinists  et  al  v.  The  Atchison,  Topeka 
Sc  Santa  Fe  Kailway  et  al. 

Entry. — Relating  to  the  Inclusion  of  the  Organizations  of  Employees  Speci- 
fied Herein. 

It  appears  from  the  records  of  the  Labor  Board  that  the  following 
organizations  were  permitted  by  resolution,  adopted  January  28, 
1921,  to  intervene  and  become  parties  to  the  hearing  of  the  above- 
styled  dispute  and  decision: 

Railroad  Yardmasters  of  America. 

American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers,  Dispatchers,  Agents  and  Signal- 
men. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Station  Emplojxes. 

Order  of  Railroad  Station  Agents. 

International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineei’s. 

Association  of  Colored  Railway  Trainmen. 

Railway  Men’s  International  Benevolent  Industrial  Association. 

National  Association  of  Railway  Mechanics,  Helpers,  Laborers,  and 
Freight  Handlers. 

National  Federation  of  Railway  Trainmen. 

National  Order  of  Locomotive  Firemen. 

It  appears  further  that  Decision  No.  119,  handed  down  April  14, 
1921,  failed  to  show  that  said  organizations  were  parties  thereto. 

It  is  therefore  ordered  that  each  and  all  of  said  organizations  were 
parties  to  said  dispute  and  that  Decision  No.  119  is  applicable  to 
them  under  the  provisions  set  forth  therein  as  fully  and  effectually 
as  if  they  had  been  named  in  the  original  decision. 


ADDENDUM  NO.  2 TO  DECISION  NO.  119.— DOCKETS  1,  2,  AND  3. 
Chicago,  111.,  June  27,  1921. 

Decision  No.  119  (Dockets  1, 2,  and  3). — International 
Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka,  & 

Santa  Fe  Railway  et  al. 

Entry. — Modifying  Decision  No.  119  with  Respect  to  Rules  Governing  Com- 
pensation for  Overtime  and  Continuing  Temporarily  Certain  Other  Rules 
Established  by  or  under  the  Authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Admin- 
istration. 

In  Decision  No.  119  the  Labor  Board  determined  that  portion  of  a 
disj^ute  referred  to  it  on  April  16,  1920,  relating  to  rules  and  work- 
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ing  conditions.  The  history  of  the  dispute  is  set  forth  in  that  deci- 
sion. In  the  decision  the  iSoard  terminated  (effective  July  1,  19‘21) 
its  direction  in  Decision  No.  2 extending  the  rules,  working  condi- 
tions, and  agreements  in  force  under  the  authority  of  the  United 
States  Railroad  Administration,  and  called  upon  the  officers  and  sys- 
tem organizations  of  employees  of  each  carrier,  parties  thereto,  to 
designate  and  authorize  representatives  to  confer  and  to  decide  so 
much  of  the  dispute  relating  to  rules  and  working  conditions  as  it 
•might  be  possible  for  them  to  decide — such  conferences  to  keep  the 
Board  informed  of  final  agreements  and  disagreements,  to  the  end 
that  the  Board  might  know,  prior  to  July  1,  1921,  what  portion  of 
the  dispute  had  been  decided. 

The  decision  also  provided  that  the  Labor  Board  would  promul- 
gate such  rules  as  it  determined  should  be  just  and  reasonable  as  soon 
after  July  1,  1921,  as  would  be  reasonably  possible  and  would  make 
them  effective  as  of  July  1,  1921,  and  applicable  to  those  classes  of 
employees  of  carriers,  parties  to  the  dispute,  for  whom  rules  had  not 
been  arrived  at  by  agreement. 

Reports  of  the  results  of  conferences  held  in  accordance  with  the 
direction  contained  in  Decision  No.  119  have  been  and  are  now  being 
received  in  considerable  number.  In  some  instances  the  carriers  and 
the  employees  have  reached  an  agreement  upon  all  rules.  In  a con- 
siderable number  of  instances  there  remain  certain  rules  upon  Avhich 
no  agreement  has  been  reached,  while  in  others,  conferences  have  not 
as  yet  been  begun.  Under  these  circumstances,  in  order  that  no  mis- 
understanding may  exist  or  unnecessary  controversy  arise,  it  appears 
necessary,  .purely  as  a modus  vivendi,  that  the  Labor  Board  estab- 
lish a uniform  policy  to  be  pursued  with  regard  to  the  undecided 
rules  until  such  time  as  it  is  possible  to  make  a decision. 

In  the  available  reports  from  the  conferences  held  in  accordance 
with  the  direction  contained  in  Decision  No.  119,  it  is  found  that  the 
principal  rules  still  the  subject  of  dispute  are  those  governing  the 
payment  of  overtime.  The  Labor  Board  directs  as  follows,  effective 
July  1,  1921,  with  the  understanding  that  if  the  rules  promulgated 
by  the  Labor  Board  to  be  effective  July  1 are  more  favorable  to  the 
employees,  adjustment  in  compensation  due  to  the  employees  will  be 
made  by  the  carrier : 

1.  All  overtime  in  excess  of  the  established  hours  of  service  shall 
be  paid  for  at  the  pro  rata  rate ; provided,  that  this  will  not  affect 
classes  of  employees  of  any  carrier  which  have  reached  an  agreement 
as  to  overtime  rates,  nor  classes  of  employees  of  any  carrier  who  by 
agreement  or  practice  were  receiving  a rate  higher  than  pro  rata 
pidor  to  the  promulgation  of  any  general  order  of  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration  relating  to  wages  and  working  conditions. 
Inasmuch  as  this  Board  has  not  as  yet  given  consideration  to  any 
dispute  on  overtime  rates,  this  order  should  not  be  construed  to  in- 
dicate the  final  action  and  decision  of  the  Labor  Board  on  disputes 
as  to  overtime  rates  which  have  been  or  may  be  referred  to  the  Board. 

2.  In  lieu  of  any  other  rules  not  agreed  to  in  the  conferences  hold 
under  Decision  No.  119,  the  rules  established  by  or  under  the  author- 
ity^ of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  are  continued  in 
effect  until  such  time  as  such  rules  are  considered  and  decided  by  the 
Labor  Board. 
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3.  This  direction  shall  not  be  understood  to  modify  Decision  No. 
119  in  any  respect  other  than  is  specifically  provided  for  herein. 

4.  Rules  agreed  upon  by  carriers  and  employees  to  be  effective  as  of 
July  1,  1921. 


ADDENDUM  NO.*  1 TO  DECISION  NO.  147.— DOCKET  353. 

• Chicago,  III.,  June  25,  1921. 

Decision  No.  147  (Docket  353). — New  York  Central 
Railroad  Co.  et  al.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and 
Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Sta- 
tion Employees  et  al. 

Entry. — Relating  to  the  Alabama  & Vicksburg  Railway  Co.  et.  al.  and  the 

Specific  Classes  of  Employees  Named  or  Referred  to  under  Each  Particular 

Carrier. 

The  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  acting  upon  the  written 
application  of  the  carriers  hereinafter  named  in  article  1 of  this 
addendum,  hereby  renders  a decision  upon  a series  of  controversies 
between  the  carriers  and  the  representatives  of  certain  emploj^ees  o’f 
the  carriers  involving  the  question  of  what  shall  constitute  just  and 
reasonable  wages.  The  various  controversies  were  considered  in  con- 
ference between  representatives  designated  and  authorized  by  the 
parties,  and  not  having  been  decided  in  such  conference  were  referred 
to  the  Labor  Board  for  hearing  and  decision. 

The  Labor  Board  therefore  decides  that  Decision  No.  147  'shall 
apply  to  the  carriers  hereinafter  named  and  to  the  specific  classes 
of  employees  named  or  referred  to  under  each  of  said  carriers  with 
the  sanfe  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said  carriers  and  employees  had 
been  named  originally  in  said  decision,  and  hereby  issues  the  fol- 
lowing— 

ADDENDUM. 

Eliective  July  1,  1921. 

1.  Add  to  the  list  of  carriers  and  organizations  named  as  parties 
to  the  dispute  in  Docket  353,  Decision  No.  147,  the  carriers  and  the 
organization  hereinafter  named  under  the  caption  “ Parties  to  the 
dispute.” 

2.  Add  to  article  1 of  Decision  No.  147,  the  carriers  (found  named 
as  original  parties  to  Docket  353,  or  by  this  addendum  made  parties 
thereto)  hereinafter  named  under  the  caption  “Article  1. — Carriers 
and  employees  affected.” 

3.  Add  to  Article  X of  decision  No.  147,  sections  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10, 
11,  12,  and  13,  hereby  made  a part  of  said  article  and  carried  in  the 
appendix  hereto  under  the  caption  “Article  X. — Floating  equipment 
employees.” 

4.  k\dd  to  Article  XII  of  Decision  No.  147,  under  a special  intro- 
ductory clause,  sections  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  and  12,  hereby  made 
a part  of  said  article  and  carried  in  the  appendix  hereto  under  the 
caption  “Article  XII. — Miscellaneous  employees.” 
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PARTIES  TO  THE  DISPUTE. 

The  carriers  hereby  added  as  parties  to  the  dispute  in  Docket  353, 
Decision  No.  147,  each  of  which  has  a dispute  with  one  or  more  of  the 
organizations  named  in  said  decision,  are : 


Alabama  & Vicksburg  Ilailway  Co. 

Vicksburg,  Shreveport  & Pacific 
Railway  Co. 

Alton  & Southern  Railroad, 

Arkansas  & Memphis  Railway  Bridge 
& Terminal  Co. 

Atlanta  & West  Point  Railroad  Co. 

Western  Railway  of  Alabama, 
Atlanta  Joint  Terminals. 

Atlantic  Coast  Line  Railroad  Co. 
Atlantic  Land  & Improvement  Co. 
Beaumont,  Sour  Lake  & Western  Rail- 
way Co. 

Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Co. 
Boston  Terminal  Co. 

Carolina,  Clinchfield  & Ohio  Railway. 
Carolina,  Clinchfield  & Ohio  Rail- 
way of  South  Carolina. 

Central  Indiana  Railway  Co. 

Central  of  Georgia  Railway  Co. 
Charleston  & Western  Carolina  Rail- 
way. 

Charleston  Union  Station  Co. 

Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & 
Omaha  Railway  Co. 

Chicago,  Terre  Haute  & Southeastern 
Railway  Co. 

Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co. 
Cumberland  & Pennsylvania  Railroad 
Co. 

Davenport,  Rock  Island  & Northwest- 
ern Railway  Co. 

Dayton  Union  Railway  Co. 

Delaware  & Hudson  Co. 

Denver  Union  Terminal  Railway  Co. 
Detroit  & Mackinac  Railway  Co. 
Duluth  & Iron  Range  Railroad  Co. 
Duluth,  Missabe  & Northern  Railway 
Co. 

Elgin,  Joliet  & Eastern  Railway. 
Florida  East, Coast  Railway  Co, 

Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad. 

Fort  Worth  Belt  Railway  Co. 

Georgia,  Florida  & Alabama  Railway 
Co. 

Georgia  Railroad. 

Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad  Co. 
Jacksonville  Terminal  Co. 

Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Rail- 
road Co. 

Kansas  City.  Mexico  & Orient 
Railway  Co.  of  Texas. 

■Kansas,  Oklahoma  & Gulf  Railway  Co. 
Keokuk  Union  Depot  Co. 

Lake  Superior  & Ishpeming  Railway 
Co. 

Munising,  Marquette  & Southeast- 
ern Railway  Co. 


Lehigh  & Hudson  River  Railway  Co. 
Louisiana  & Arkarusas  ILiilway  Co. 
Louisiana  Southern  Railway  Co. 
Ixmisville,  Henderson  & St.  Louis 
Railway  Co. 

Memphis  Union  Station  Co. 

Midland  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Minnesota  Transfer  Railway  Co. 
Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad  Co. 

Columbus  & Greenville  Railroad 
Co. 

Natchez  & Louisiana  Railway  Trans- 
fer Co. 

Natchez  & Southern  Railway  Co. 

New  York,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Rail- 
road Co. 

Norfolk  Southern  Railroad  Co. 

Ogden  Union  Railway  & Depot  Co. 
Peoria  & Pekin  Union  Railway  Co. 
Pittsburg,  Shawmut  & Northern  Rail- 
road Co. 

Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac 
Railroad  Co. 

Richmond  Terminal  Railroad  Co. 

St.  Joseph  Belt  Railway  Co. 

St.  Joseph  Terminal  Railroad  Co. 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co. 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway 
Co.  of  Texas. 

St.  Paul  Bridge  & Terminal  Railway 
Co. 

St.  Paul  Union  Depot  Co. 

San  Antonio  & Aransas  Pa^s  Railway 
Co. 

San  Antonio,  Uvalde  & Gulf  Railroad. 
Seaboard  Air  Line  Railway  Co. 

Sioux  City  Terminal  Railway. 
Spokane,  Portland  & Seattle  Railway 
Co. 

Oregon  Electric  Railway  Co. 
Oregon  Trunk  Railway. 

Terminal  Railroad  Association  of  St. 
Louis. 

East  St.  Louis  Connecting  Rail- 
way Co. 

St.  Louis  Merchants  Bridge  Ter- 
minal Railway  Co. 

St.  Louis  Transfer  Railway  Co. 
Texas  & Pacdfic  Railway  Co. 

Toledo  Division  of  the  Baltimore  & 
Ohio. 

Toledo,  Peoria  & Western  Railway  Co. 
Toledo  Terminal  Railroad  Co. 
Trans-Mississippi  Terminal  Railroad 
Co. 

Trinity  & Brazos  Valley  Railway  Co. 
Ulster  & Delaware  Railroad  Co. 

I Union  Depot  Co.  (Columbus,  Ohio). 
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Union  Railway  Co.  (Memphis,  Tenn.).  [ Wheeling?  & Lake  Erie  Railway  Co. 
Virginian  Railway  Co.  Lorain  & West  Virginia  Railway 

AVashington  Terminal  Co.  Co. 

AVeatlierford,  Mineral  AVelD  k North- 
western Railway  Co. 

Tlie  organization  hereby  added  as  a party  to  the  dispute  in  Docket 
353,  Decision  No.  147,  which  has  a dispute  with  one  or  more  of  the 
carriers  named  in  said  decision,  is : 

Brotherhood  of  Dining  Car  Conductors. 


ARTICI.E  I. CARRIERS  AND  EMPLOYEES  AFFECTED. 


Each  of  the  following  carriers  shall  make  deductions  from  the 
rates  of  wages  heretofore  established  by  the  authority  of  the  United 
States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  for  the  specific  classes  of  its  emplojTes 
named  or  referred  to  in  this  article,  in  amounts  hereinafter  specified 
for  such  classes  in  the  schedules  of  decreases;  apply  the  rates  of 
wages  established  in  Article  II,  section  3 (&),  and  Article  X;  and 
make  effective  the  rates  of  wages  fixed  by  differentials  provided  in 
Article  IV,  section  4. 

The  article  and  section  numbers  used  in  connection  with  a carrier 
refer  to  the  corresponding  article  and  section  numbers  in  the 
schedules  of  decreases,  and  in  determining  the  classes  of  employees 
affected  on  each  carrier  the  following  rules  shall  govern: 

{a)  When  section  numbers  are  used  in  connection  with  a carrier 
without  naming  the  classes,  all  classes  of  employees  named  in  the 
corresponding  section  numbers  of  the  schedules  of  decreases  are 
affected. 

{h)  IVhen  section  numbers  are  used  in  connection  with  a carrier 
and  specific  classes  of  employees  are  named,  only  the  same  classes  of 
employees  named  in  the  corresponding  section  numbers  of  the  sched- 
ules of  decreases  are  affected. 

(e)  Where  section  numbers  are  ’omitted  in  connection  with  a car- 
rier, the  classes  of  employees  named  in  the  corresponding  section  num- 
ber of  the  schedules  of  decreases  are  not  affected. 


Note. — An  asterisk  is  used  to  indicate  the  names  of  carriers  previously  listed 
in  Decision  No.  147.  These  carriers  are  renamed  in  this  addendum  for  the 
purpose  of  including  certain  classes  of  their  employees  not  named  or  referred 
to  in  said  decision. 

An  asterisk  is  also  used  to  indicate  the  section  numbers  previously  used  in 
Decision  No.  147  for  naming  certain  classes  of  employees.  Such  section  numbers 
are  used  again  for  the  purpose  of  naming  certain  additional  classes  or  to  include 
the  remainder  of  the  classes  covered  by  said  section,  as  the  case  may  be. 


Alabama  & A^icksburg  Railway  Co. 
ATcksburg,  Shreveport  & Pacific 
Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  A^.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  AMI.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 


Alabama  & A'icksburg  Ry.  Co. — Coii. 
Article  IX.  Section  3.  Signal 
maintainers. 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Alton  & Southern  Railroad. 

Article  II.  Section  1.  Storekeeper. 

Sections  2 and  3. 

Article  III.  Section  3.  Section 
foremen.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Pumper.  Section  8.  Engine 
watchmen,  ash-pit  and  sand- 
house  men. 
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Alton  & Southern  Railroad — Contd. 

Article  IV.  Section  1.  Section  2. 
Machinists,  boilermakers,  sheet- 
metal  workers,  and  carmen. 
Section  3.  Regular  and  helper 
apprentices  and  helpers  (nia- 

, chinists,  boilermakers,  sheet- 

metal  workers,  and  carmen 
only). 

Article  VI.  Sections  3 and  4. 

Article  VII.  Section  4.  Foremen 
and  helpers. 

Article  VIII.  Section  1. 

Article  XI.  Section  2. 

*Ann  Arbor  Railroad  Co. 

Article  IV.  Section  1. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Arkansas  & Memphis  Railway  Bridge 
& Terminal  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  2 and  3. 

Article  III.  Sections  3 and  6. 

Article  V.  Section  1. 

♦Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Rail- 
way Co. 

Grand  Canyon  Railway  Co. 

Panhandle  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co. 

Rio  Grande,  El  Paso  & Santa  Fe 
Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
♦Section  5.  Section  6. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Atlanta  & West  Point  Railroad  Co. 

Western  Railway  of  Alabama. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  G, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Atlanta  Joint  Terminals. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VI.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  3 and  4. 

Atlanta  Terminal  Co. 

Article  IV.  Section  1.  Supervisory 
forces  (carmen  only).  Section 
2.  Carmen.  Section  3.  Regular 
and  helper  apprentices  and  help- 
ers (carmen  only). 

Atlantic  Coast  Line  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  .3,  4,  .5, 
and  6. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
7,  and  8. 

Aiticle  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 


Atlantic  Coast  Line  Railroad  Co. — Con. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2.  3,  and  4. 
Article  X.  Sections  7 (c)  and  (d). 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Atlantic  Land  & Improvement  Co. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Section  3. 

♦Baltimore  & Ohio  Railroad  Co. 

Coal  & Coke  Railroad. 

Toledo  Division  of  the  Baltimore  & 
Ohio. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  X.  Section  6 (&).  Section 
Q if).  Sliptenders. 

♦Baltimore  & Ohio  Chicago  Terminal 
Railroad  Co. 

Article  IV.  Section  1. 

Article  V.  Section  1. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Art.  VIII.  Section  1. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
♦Bangor  & Aroostook  Railroad  Co. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
♦Belt  Railway  Co.  of  Chicago. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Co. 
Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  V.  Section  1. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Section  21 
Article  XI.  Section  2.  ‘ 

Article  XII.  Section  6. 

♦Boston  & Albany  Railroad. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3 and  4. 
♦Boston  & Maine  Railroad. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XII.  Section  1.  Milk  mes- 
sengers. 

Section  7. 

Boston  Terminal  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  .5, 
6,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  S'ection  1.  Te  1 e g r a - 
phers,  towermen,  1 e v e r m e n , 
train  directors. 

Article  VII.  Section  4.  Foremen 
and  helpers. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
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^Buffalo  & Susquehanna  Railroad  Cor- 
- poration. 

Article  III,  Section  1.  Bridge, 
building,  painter,  and  water-sup- 
ply foremen.  Section  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

♦Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Rail- 
way Co. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Carolina,  Clinchfield  & Ohio  Railway. 
Carolina,  Clinchfield  & Ohio  Rail- 
way of  South  .Carolina. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Central  Indiana  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7.  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Central  of  Georgia  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  6. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
♦Central  Railroad  Co.  of  New  Jersey. 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

♦Sections  4,  5 and  6. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and 
5.  * Section  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3 and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
♦Central  Union  Depot  & Railway  Co. 
^of  Cincinnati. 

' Article  V.  Section  1. 

♦Central  Vermont  Railway  Co. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 


Charleston  & Western  Carolina  Rail- 
way Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  6. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  7, 
and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4, 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Charleston  Union  Station  Co.  (Charles- 
ton, S.  C.). 

Article  II.  Sections  2,  3,  4,  and  9. 
Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Section  4. 
♦Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  Co. 
Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  Co.  of 
Indiana. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

♦Sections  5 and  6. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and 
5. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  X.  Section  7 (a)  and  (&). 
♦Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railroad 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2, 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

♦Chicago  & Northwestern  Railway  Co. 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9, 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and 
5.  Section  7.  Pumpers  and 
crossing  watchmen. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3 and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3 and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  A"III.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article 'XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
♦Chicago,  Burlington  & Quincy  Rail- 
road Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  6. 
Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4, 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1 and  2. 
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^Chicago,  Burlington  Quincy  Rail- 
road Co. — Continued. 

Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

*Ciiicago,  Indianapolis  & Louisville 
Railway  Co. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
*Chicago  Junction  Railway  Co. 
Chicago  River  & Indiana  Railroad 
Co. 

Article  V.  Section  1. 

^Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Rail- 
way Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and 

6.  * Section  5. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4.  5, 
and  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3.  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
*Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Rail- 
way Co. 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Gulf  Rail- 
way Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

* Sections  4 and  5. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and 

5.  * Section  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2 and  3, 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
A_rticle  VIII.  Section  1. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Train, 
office,  and  private-car  porters 
and  attendants. 

Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & 
Omaha  Railway  Co. 

AiTicle  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  S. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3.  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3.  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Chicago,  Terre  Haute  & Southeastern 
Railway  Co. 

Article  HI.  Section  1.  Bridge, 
building,  and  water-supply  fore- 
men, Section  3.  Section  and 
maintenance  foremen.  Section 
4.  Mechanics  (bridge  and  build- 
ing carpenters  only).  Section 


Chicago.  Terre  Haute  & Southeastern 
Railway  Co. — Continued. 

0.  Section  7.  Pumper.s,  cro.ssing 
watchmen  or  flagnien.  and  lamp- 
lighters and  tenders.  Section 

8.  Engine  watchmen  and  wipers, 
fire  builders,  coal-chute  men, 
coal  passers. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  ,3,  and  4. 
Article  XII.  Section  3. 

^Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St. 
Louis  Railway  Co. 

Cincinnati  Northern  Railroad  Co. 
Evansville,  Indianap^)lis  & Terre 
Haute  Railway  Co. 

Louisville  & Jeffersonville  Bridge  & 
Railroad  Co. 

Muncie  Belt  Railway. 

Article  V.^  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3.  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3.  and  4. 
Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2.  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  .6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  XII.  Section  1.  Traveling 
auditors.  Section  11. 
Cumberland  & Pennsylvania  Railroad 
Co. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  % 3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Davenport,  Rock  Island  & Northwest- 
ern Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  *2.  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  S<'ctions  1,  2.  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Dayton  Union  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1.  2,  3,  4,  and  5. 
Article  III.  Sections  3 and  6.  Sec- 
tion 7.  Crossing  watchmen  or 
flagmen.  Section  8. 

Article  V.  Section  1. 

Article  VTT.  Section  4.  Switch- 
tenders. 

Delaware  & Hudson  Co. 

Article  III.  Sections  1, ’2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 


Excluding  Muncie  Belt  Railway. 
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Delaware  & Hiul^soii  Co. — Contimied. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

*Delavvare,  Lackawanna  & Western 
Railroad  Co. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

♦Denver  A Rio  Grande  Railroad. 

Rio  Grande  Southern  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
♦ Sections  4 and  5. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and 

5.  * Section  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII,  Section  1. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2.  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  XII,  Section  1.  Civil  en- 
gineers, chainmen,  r o d m e n , 
draftsmen,  division  special 
agents,  patrolmen,  division 
agents,  claim  adjusters,  train 
auditors,  traveling  freight  and 
passenger  agents,  business-car 
cooks  and  porters.  Section  7. 

Denver  Union  Terminal  Railway  Co. 

Article  II,  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Section  4.  Assistant  station 
masters,  train  announcers,  gate- 
men,  and  baggage  and  parcel 
room  employees.  Section  5, 
Janitors  and  elevator  operators. 
Section  6.  Messengers  and  sta- 
tion attendants.  Section  9. 

Article  III.  Section  4.  Mechanics 
(carpenters,  plumbers,  and  paint- 
ers only).  Section  6.  Track 
laborers.  Section  7.  Crossing 
watchmen  or  flagmen. 

Article  V.  Section  1.  Lever  men. 

Article  IX.  Sections  3 and  4. 

Article  XI.  Section  2. 

Detroit  & Mackinac  Railway  Co, 

(Note. — Reductions  herein  au- 
thorized for  this  carrier  shall 
Jipply  only  to  employees  in- 
creased under  the  provisions  of 
Decision  No.  2.  Employees 
otherwise  increased  to  be 
covered  by  separate  decision.) 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3.  4,  5, 

6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2.  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV,  Sections  1,  2,  3.  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIIlT  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1.  2.  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI,  Sections  1 and  2. 


Detroit  & Mackinac  Railway  Co. — Con. 
Article  XII.  Section  1.  Tie  inspec- 
tors and  special  agents. 

Duluth  & Iron  Range  Railroad  Co, 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3.  4,  5, 
6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  4,  5.  6.  7,  and 

8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3.  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Section  2.  Stationary 
flremen. 

Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  XII.  Section  1.  Police  and 
patrolmen. 

Duluth,  Missabe  & Northern  Railway. 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  d. 

7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2.  3.  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  X.  Section  1.3. 

Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2, 
Article  XII.  Section  1.  Policemen, 
train  porters,  foremen  on  ore 
docks. 

♦Duluth.  South  Shore  & Atlantic  Rail- 
way Co. 

Mineral  Range  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9, 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4.  .5, 
and  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Elgin,  Joliet  & Eastern  Railway. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4.  5. 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2.  3,  and  4. 
Article  ^MI.  Sections  3 and  4. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
♦El  Paso  & Southwestern  Co. 

El  Paso  & Northeastern  Railroad  Co. 
El  Paso  & Southwestern  Railroad 
Co.  of  Texas. 

El  Paso  & Southwestern  Railroad 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Section  4.  Baggage  - room  em- 
ployees (porters  only).  Section 
5.  Wa.vbill  and  ticket  assorters. 
Article  III.  Sections  1,  2.  3.  and  4. 
♦Section  5.  Section  7.  Pumper 
engineers  and  pumpers. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3.  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
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*E1  Paso  & Southwestern  Railroad 
Co. — Continued. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1 and  3. 

Section  4.  Foremen  and  helpers. 
Article  VIII.  Section  1.  Section 
2.  Stationary  firemen. 

Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1.  Section  2. 
Yardmasters. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Telephone 
engineers. 

*Erie  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago  & Erie  Railroad  Co. 

New  Jersey  ik  New  York  Railroad 
Co. 

New  York,  Susquehanna  & Western 
Railroad  Co. 

Wilkes-Barre  & Eastern  Railroad 
Co. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Florida  East  Coast  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  6. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad. 

(Note.  — Reductions  herein 
authorized  for  this  carrier  shall 
apply  only  to  employees  in- 
creased under  the  provisions  of 
Decision  No.  2.  Employees 
otherwise  increased  to  be  cov- 
ered by  separate  decision.) 
Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

*Fort  Worth  & Denver  City  Railway 
Co. 

Wichita  Valley  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

* Sections  4 and  5.  Section  6. 
Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

* Sections  5 and  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Fort  Worth  Belt  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  III.  Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  1.  Section  2. 
Machinists  and  boilermakers. 


* Erie  Railroad  Co. 

Section  3.  Regular  and  helper 
apprentices  and  helpers  (ma- 
chinists and  boilermakers’  help- 
ers only). 

Article  VI.  Sections  3 and  4. 

Article  VII.  Section  4.  Foremen 
and  heli^ers. 

Article  XI.  Section  2.  Yardmasters. 

Galveston  Wharf  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  4,  5,  6,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  1.  Building, 
bridge,  painter,  construction 
foremen.  Section  2.  Assistant 
building  bridge,  painter  con- 
struction foremen.  Sections  4, 
5,  and  6.  Section  7.  Crossing 
watchmen  or  flagmen.  Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VI.  Section  3. 

Article  VII.  Section  4. 

Article  XI.  Section  2. 

Georgia,  Florida  & Alabama  Railway 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Georgia  Railroad. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2 and  3. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 ancT  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

*Grand  Trunk  Railway  System  (West- 
ern Lines). 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3 and  4. 

Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 

*Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 

Brandon,  Saskatchewan  & Hudson 
Bay  Railway. 

Crows  Nest  Southern  Railway.  , 

Duluth  & Superior  Bridge  Co. 

Duluth  Terminal. 

Farmers  Grain  & Shipping  Co. 

Great  Falls  & Teton  County  Rail- 
way. 

Great  Northern  Terminal  Railwav 
Co. 

Manitoba  Great  Northern  Railway 
Co. 

Midland  Railway  Co.  of  Mani- 
toba (G.  N.  Ry.  Co.  trains 
only). 

Minneapolis  Belt  Line  Co. 

Minneapolis  Western  Railway. 
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*Great  Northern  Railway  Co. — Coiitcl. 

Montana  Eastern  Railway. 

Nelson  & Fort  Sheppard  Railway. 

New  Westminster  Southern  Rail- 
way. 

Red  Mountain  Railway. 

Vancouver,  Victoria  & Eastern 
Railway  & Navigation  Co. 

Watertown  & Sioux  Falls  Railway 
Co. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3, 
and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3, 
and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3, 
and  4. 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  III.  Section  1.  Bridge, 
building,  and  painter  foremen. 
Section  2.  Ditching  engineers. 
Section  3.  Section  foremen. 
Section  4.  Mechanics  (bridge 
and  building,  and  painter  me- 
chanics only).  Section  5. 
Helpers  (bridge  and  building 
mechanics’  helpers  only).  Sec- 
tion 6.  Laborers  (bridge  and 
building  only).  Section  7. 
Ditching  firemen  and  pumpers. 

Article  IV.  Section  2.  Machinists 
and  carmen.  Section  3.  Regular 
and  helper  apprentices  and  help- 
ers (machinists’  and  carmen’s 
helpers  and  apprentices  only). 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Passenger 
train,  chair-car  porters,  and  ex- 
tra gang  foremen. 

*Gulf  Coast  Lines. 

Beaumont,  Sour  Lake  & Western 
Railway  Co. 

Houston  Belt  & Terminal  Railway 
Co. 

New  Iberia  & Northern  Railroad 
Co. 

New  Orleans,  Texas  & Mexico  Rail- 
way Co. 

Orange  & Northwestern  Railroad 
Co. 

St.  Louis,  Brownsville  & Mexico 
Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
* Sections  4 and  5.  Section  6. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2 and  3. 


*Gulf  Coast  Lines. — Continued. 

Article  V.  Section  1. 

Article  VI.  Section  1.  Engineers. 
Section  2.  Engineers.  Section  3. 
Engineers. 

Article  VII.^  Section  1.  Conductors. 
Section  3.  Conductors  (through 
and  local,  or  way  freight). 
Article  VII.®  Section  4.  Switchmen. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.®  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.®  Section  1. 

*Guif,  Colorado  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
Co. 

Beaumont  Wharf  & Terminal  Co. 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

* Sections  4 and  5.  Section  6. 
Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4, 

and  5.  * Section  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VL  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
^Hocking  Valley  Railway  Co. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  S,  and  4. 

* Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago,  Memphis  & Gulf  Railroad 
Co. 

Yazoo  & Mississippi  Valley  Railroad 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

* Sections  4 and  5.  Section  6. 
Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

and  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1 and  2. 

* Section  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Article  XII.  Section  4. 

* Indiana  Harbor  Belt  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Section  4.  Train  and  engine  crew 
callers.  * Section  5.  Section  6. 
Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and 
5.  Section  7.  Ditching  and 
hoisting  firemen,  pumper  engi- 
neers and  pumpers. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  V.  Section  1. 

Article  VI.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Section  4. 


2 Excluding  FTouston  Belt  & Terminal  Railway  Co. 

3 Houston  Belt  & Terminal  Railway  Co.  only. 
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^Indianapolis  Union  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4^  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9.. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  ard  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
*International  & Great  Northern  Rail- 
way. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

* Sections  4 and  5. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3^  and  4. 

* Section  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI,  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  XI,  Sections  1 and  2. 
Jacksonville  Terminal  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  6. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3 and  4. 
Article  V.  Section  1, 

Article  VI.  Sections  3 and  4. 
Article  VII.  Section  4. 

Article  XI.  Section  2. 

Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Rail- 
road Co. 

Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Rail- 
way Co.  of  Texas. 

Article  II,  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

*Kansas  City  Southern  Railway  Co. 
Arkansas  Western  Railway  Co. 
Poteau  Valley  Railroad  Co. 
Texarkana  & Port  Smith  Railway 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

* Sections  4 and  5. 

Article  III,  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and 

5.  * Section  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2 and  3, 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
A rticle  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Article  XII..  Section  1.  Train  por- 
ters. 

^Kansas  City  Terminal  Railway  Co. 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 


♦Kansas  City  Terminal  Railway  Co. — 
Continued. 

Article  VII,  Section  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sc-^.'tions  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  2. 

Kansas,  Oklahoma  & Gulf  Railway  Co. 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2„  3,  4,  6,  6. 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4.  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Section  2.  Station- 
ary firemen.  Section  3.  Coal 
passer. 

Keokuk  Union  Depot  Co. 

Article  II,  Sections  2 and  5. 

Article  V.  Section  1. 

♦Lake  Erie  & Western  Railroad  Co. 
Fort  Wayne,  Cincinnati,  Louisville 
Railroad  Co. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Lake  Superior  & Ishpeming  Railway 
Co. 

Munising,  Marquette  & Southeastern 
Railway  Co, 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9, 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5.  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Section  1.  Telegraphers 
and  towermen. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Lehigh  & Hudson  River  Railway  Co. 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6. 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3.  4,  5,  6, 
7 and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1.  3.  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2.  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
♦Lehigh  & New  England  Railroad  Co. 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  6. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  '4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
♦Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  2.  3,  and  6. 

♦Sections  1 and  5. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and 
4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
♦Long  Island  Railroad  Co. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
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*Long  Island  Railroad  Co. — Contd. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

*Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
* Section  5.  Section  6. 

Article  III.  Sections  i,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Atricle  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Louisiana  & Arkansas  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Section  1.  Conduc- 
tors only.  Section  3.  Conduc- 
tors only. 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Louisiana  Southern  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  3.  Section 
foremen.  Section  6.  Common 
laborers  in  and  around  shops. 
Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  2.  Machinists, 
boilermaker.s,  blacksmiths,  and 
carmen.  Section  3.  Regular  and 
helper  apprentices  and  helpers 
(machinist,  boilermaker,  bhick- 
smith  and  carman,  only). 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Section  1.  Firemen. 
Section  2.  Firemen.  Section  3. 
Firemen. 

Article  VII.  Section  1.  Conduc- 
tors. Section  3.  Conductors 
(through  and  local  or  way 
freight).  Section  4. 

*Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
* Sections  4.  5,  and  6. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4, 
and  5.  * Section  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2^  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  3 and  4. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Louisville.  Henderson  & St.  Louis  Rail- 
way Co. 

Article  II.  Section  5.  Janitors. 
Sections  7.  8.  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3.  4, 
5,  6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2.  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 


Louisville,  Henderson  & St.  Louis  Rail- 
way do. — Continued. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

♦Maine  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Portland  Terminal  Co. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Memphis  Union  Station  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3.  4,  5. 

6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
♦Michigan  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Midland  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5.  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
♦Minneapolis.  St.  Paul  & Sault  Ste. 
Marie  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4.  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  .5, 

» and  7.  , 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  ^nd  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  k,  and  4. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Ai’ticle  XI.  Section  1. 

Article  XII.  Section  7. 

♦Minnesota  & International  Railway 
Co. 

Big  Fork  & International  Falls  Rail- 
way Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  .5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Minnesota'  Transfer  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  5,  6,  7, 
and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  6,  7,  and  8. 
Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VI.  Sections  3 and  4. 

Article  VII.  Section  4. 
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♦Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

* Section  5.  Section  6. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and 

5.  * Section  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1 and  2. 

* Section  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  X.  Sections  10  and  11. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Tie  and 
timber  inspectors,  special  of- 
ficers and  watchmen,  and  train 
porters. 

Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad  Co. 

Columbus  & Greenville  Railroad  Co. 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  AGI.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
♦Monongahela  Railway  Co. 

Article  V.  Section  1.  Telegraphers. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
♦Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis 
Railway. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Section  4.  Train  and  engine 
crew  callers,  train  announcers, 
and  gatemen.  Section  5.  Office, 
station,  and  warehouse  watch- 
men. Section  6.  Messengers. 
Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and 
5.  Section  7.  Hoisting  firemen,  • 
pumpers. 

Article  IV.  Section  2.  * Section  3. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  X.  Section  12. 

Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  XII.  Section  5. 

Natchez  & Louisiana  Railway  Trans- 
fer Co. 

Article  II.  Section  9. 

Article  III.  Section  4.  Mechanics 
(bridge  and  building  carpenters 
only).  Section  6. 

Article  X.  Section  9. 

Natchez  & Southern  Railway  Co. 
Article  II.  Section  1.  Chief  clerk, 
warehouse  foreman.  Sections  2 
and  3.  Section  5.  Janitors.  Sec- 
tion 6.  Messenger.  Section  9. 
Article  III.  Section  3.  Section 
foremen.  Section  6.  Section  8. 
Engine  watchmen.  1 


Natchez  & Southern  Railway  Co. — Con. 
Article  IV.  Section  2.  Car  inspec- 
tor. Section  4. 

Article  V.  Section  1,  Telegrapher 
and  agent. 

Article  VI.  Section  3.  Engineers 
and  firemen. 

Article  VII.  Section  4.  Foremen 
and  helpers. 

♦New  York  Central  Railroad  Co. 
Article  II.  *Section  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4, 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 

New  York,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Rail- 
road Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  6,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
♦New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford 
Railroad  Co. 

Central  New  England  Railway  Co. 
Article  IV.  * Section  1. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 

♦New  York,  Ontario  & Western  Rail- 
way Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
♦ Section  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
♦Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Norfolk  Southern  Railroad  Co. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
♦Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Section.-^  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 
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♦Xortliwesterii  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and 
5.  "'Section  6.  Sections  7 and  8. 
Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Depot 
master,  passenger  director,  and 
special  officer. 

*Oregon-Washington  Railroad  & Navi- 
gation Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

* Section  5.  Sections  6,  8,  and  9. 
Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4, 

5,  and  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Section  1.  '’'Sec- 

tion 2. 

Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 
*Pennsylvania  System. - 

Cincinnati,  Lebanon  & Northern 
Railway. 

Connecting  Terminal  Railroad. 
Cumberland  Valley  & Martinsburg 
Railroad. 

Grand  Rapids  & Indiana  Railway. 
Louisville  Bridge  & Terminal  Rail- 
way. 

Manufacturers’  Railway. 

New  York,  Philadelphia  & Norfolk 
Railroad. 

Ohio  River  & Western  Raihvay. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co. 
Philadelphia  & Camden  Ferry  Co. 
Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & 
St.  Louis  Railroad. 

Rosslyn  Connecting  Railroad. 
Waynesburg  & Washington  Railroad. 
West  Jersey  & Seashore  Railroad. 
Wheeling  Terminal  Railway. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  X.  Section  6 (a,),  (&), 
(c),  (d),  and  (e). 

*Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

*Section  5.  Section  6. 

Article  IV.  Section  1. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Peoria  & Pekin  Union  Railway  Co. 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 


Peoria  & Pekin  Union  Railway  Co. — • 
Continued. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
*Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway  Co. 
Atlantic  City  Railroad  Co. 
Catasauqua  & Fogelsville  Railroad 
Co. 

Chester  & Delaware  River  Railroad 
Co. 

Gettysburg  & Harrisburg  Railway 
Co. 

Middletown  & Hummelstown  Rail- 
road Co. 

Northeast  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co. 
Perkiomen  Railroad  Co. 
Philadelphia  & Chester  Valley  Rail- 
road Co. 

Philadelphia,  Newtown  & New  York 
Railroad  Co. 

Pickering  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Port  Reading  Railroad  Co. 

Reading  & Columbia  Railroad  Co. 
Rupert  &,  Bloomsburg  Railroad  Co. 
Stony  Creek  Railroad  Co. 

Tamaqua,  Hazelton  & Northern 
Railroad  Co. 

AVilliams  A^alley  Railroad  Co. 
Article  II.  Section  6. 

Article  III.  Section  7.  Pumpers. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  X.  Section  5.  Section  6 
(a),  (&),  and  (f). 

Article  XII.  Section  8. 
♦Pittsburgh  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Co. 
Lake  Erie  & Eastern  Railroad  Co. 
Article  IV.  Section  2. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
♦Pittsburgh  & West  Virginia  Railway 
Co. 

AVest  Side  Belt  Railroad  Co. 

Article  Y.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Pittsburgh,  Shawmut  & Northern  Rail- 
road Co. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI,  Section  1. 

Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac 
Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  7,  8,  and  9. 
Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  S,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 
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Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac 
Railroad  Co. — Continued. 

Article  IV.  Section  1.  Supervisory 
forces  (lead-men  only).  Sec- 
tions 2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Section  2. 

Richmond  Terminal  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Baggage 
room  employees. 

*Rutland  Railway  Co. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

St.  Joseph  Belt  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  6,  7,  8, 
and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  3,  6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VI.  Sections  3 and  4. 

Article  VII.  Section  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  XI.  Section  2. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Special  of- 
ficers. 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co. 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co. 
of  Texas. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Traveling 
auditor. 

*St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway 
System. 

Birmingham  Belt  Railroad  Co. 

Brownwood  North  & South  Railway 
Co. 

Fort  Worth  & Rio  Grande  Railway 
Co. 

Paris  & Great  Northern  Railroad 
Co. 

St.  Louis,  San  Francisco  & Texas 
Railway  Co. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and 

5.  * Section  7. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

.Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

St.  Paul  Bridge  & Terminal  Railway 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  6,  7,  8, 
and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  3,  6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VI.  Sections  3 and  4. 


St.  Paul  Bridge  & Terminal  Railway 
Co. — Continued. 

Article  VII.  Section  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  XI.  Section  2. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Special  of- 
ficers. 

St.  Paul  Union  Depot  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  6, 

6,  7,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  3,  4,  6,  7, 
and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Article  VI.  Section  3. 

Article  VII.  Section  4. 

San  Antonio  & Aransas  Pass  Railway 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3.  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  .5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 

San  Antonio,  Uvalde  & Gulf  Railroad. 
Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Savannah  Union  Station  Co. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Section  1. 

Article  VI.  Sections  3 and  4. 
Article  VII.  Section  4. 

Article  IX.  Sections  3 and  4. 
Seaboard  Air  Line  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  2,  3,  4,  5,  and  6. 
Article  III.  Section  1.  Bridge, 
building,  and  mason  foremen. 
Section  2.  Assistant  bridge  and 
building  foremen,  pile  - driver, 
ditching,  and  hoisting  engineers. 
Section  3.  Track  and  assistant 
track  foremen.  Section  4.  Me- 
chanics (bridge  and  building 
carpenters  only ) . Section  5.  Me- 
chanics’ helpers  (bridge  and 
building  carpenter  helpers  only ) . 
Sections  6 and  7.  Section  8. 
Ash-pit  men,  coal  passers,  coal- 
chute  men. 

Article  IV.  Section  1.  Supervisory 
forces  (hourly-rated  employees 
only).  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  ai»d  3. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1 and  3. 

Section  4.  Foremen  and  helpers. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  XII.  Section  1.  Steam 
shovel  crane  men. 
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Sioux  City  Terminal  Railway. 

Article  IT.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  6,  7,  8, 
and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  3,  6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VI.  Sections  3 and  4. 

Article  VII.  Section  4. 

Article  VIII.  Se(?tions  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  XI.  Section  2. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Special 
officers. 

♦Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  Sys- 
tem ) . 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  6. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and  5. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Police  de- 
partment lieutenants  or  assist- 
ant special  agents,  sergeants,  in- 
vestigators, train  riders,  rounds- 
men, patrolmen,  and  watchmen ; 
as.sistant  engineers,  structural 
designers,  draftsmen,  tracers, 
blue  printers,  instrument  men, 
rodmen,  estimators,  and  busi- 
ness-car chefs  and  porters.  Sec- 
tion 9. 

♦Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and 
Louisiana. 

Galveston,  Harrisburg  & San  An- 
tonio Railway  Co. 

Houston  & Shreveport  Railroad  Co. 

Houston  & Texas  Central  Railroad 
Co. 

Houston,  East  & West  Texas  Rail- 
way Co. 

Iberia  & Vermillion  Railroad  Co. 

Lake  Charles  & Northern  Railroad 
Co. 

Louisiana  Western  Railroad  Co. 

Morgafi’s  Louisiana  & Texas  Rail- 
road & Steamship  Co. 

Southern  Pacific  Terminal  Co. 

Texas  & New  Orleans  Railroad  Co. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
♦Sections  5 and  7. 

Article  IV.^  * Sections  2 and  3. 

Article  V.®  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.®  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.®  Sections  1,  3.  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.*®  Section  1. 

Article  XII.®  Section  1.  Train  por- 
ters. 


Spokane,  Portland  & Seattle  Railway 
Co. 

Oregon  Electric  Railway  Co. 

Oregon  Trunk  Railway. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  IV.  Section  2.  Carmen. 

Section  3.  Regular  and  helper 
apprentices  and  helpers  (car- 
men only).  Section  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4, 
♦Staten  Island  Rapid  Transit  Railway 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4.  5, 
and  6. 

Article  III.  Section  2.  Hoisting 
engineers.  Section  3.  * Section 

7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 aild  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Section  1. 

Article  IX.  Sections  3 and  4. 
Tennessee  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Artitcle  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1 and  2. 
♦Section  3. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Terminal  Railroad  Association  of  St. 
Louis. 

East  St.  Louis  Connecting  Railway 
Co. 

St.  Louis  Merchants  Bridge  Tenni- 
nal  Railway  Co. 

St.  Louis  Transfer  Railway  Co. 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6. 
7.  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4.  5, 

6.  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  3 and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and 
4. 

Article  XI.  Section  2. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Patrolmen, 
yard  watchmen. 

Texas  & Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  (3, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6. 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  i,  2,  3.  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2.  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 


* Excluding  Lake  Charles  & Northern  Railroad  Co. 
® Excluding  Southern  Pacific  Terminal  Co. 
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Texas  & Pacific  Railway  Co. — Coiitd. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  I,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  XII.  Section  1.  Special 
agents,  special  officers,  patrol- 
men and  watchmen.  Section 
10. 

*Texas  Midland  Railroad. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

* Sections  4 and  5.  Section  6. 
Article  III.  *Section  1.  Section  2. 

^Section  4.  Sections  5 and  7. 
Article  IV.  *Sections  2 and  3. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VH.  * Section  1.  Sections 
3 and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
’’^Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Railway  Co. 
Kanawha  & Michigan  Railway  Co. 
Kanawha  & West  Virginia  Railroad 
Co. 

Zanesville  & Western  Railway  Co. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI  Section  2. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Engineers, 

operators,  firemen,  oilers,  and 

electricians  employed  on  the 
coal  and  ore  docks  of  the  Toledo 
& Ohio  Central  Railway  Co.  at 
Toledo,  Ohio. 

Toledo,  Peoria  & Western  Railway  Co, 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Toledo  Terminal  Railroad  Co. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Trans-Mississippi  Terminal  Railroad 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  iV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Section  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  X.  Section  8. 

Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 


Trinity  & Brazos  Valley  Railway  Co. 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  G, 

7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3.  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2.  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2.  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  XII.  Section  1.  Train 
porters. 

Ulster  & Delaware  Railroad  Co. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Union  Depot  Co.  ((joliimbns,  Ohio). 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

*Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Ogden  Union  Railway  & Depot  Co. 
Oregon  Short  Line  Railroad  Co. 
St.  Joseph  & Grand  Island  Railway 
Co. 

St.  Joseph  Terminal  Railroad  Co. 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

‘^Section  5.  Section  6. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
and  7. 

Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Section  1.  ^Section 
2. 

Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Union  Railway  Co.  (Memphis,  Tenn.). 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5. 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Section  2. 

Article  IX.  Section  1. 

Article  XI.  Section  2. 

Article  XII.  Section  1.  Policemen. 
Virginia  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2.  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

* Wabash  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
* Section  5.  Section  6. 


Kanawha  & Michigan  Railway  Co.  only. 
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*Wabasli  Railway  Co. — Continued. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4, 
and  5. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1 and  2. 
* Section  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Washington  Terminal  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Section  1. 

Article  VI.  Sections  3 and  4. 

Article  VII.  Section  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 

Weatherford,  Mineral  Wells  & North- 
western Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  4.  Baggage- 
room  employees  (porters  only). 
Section  5.  Janitors,  elevator  op- 
erators, station  and  warehouse 
watchmen.  Sections  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  3.  Section  fore- 
men. Section  6.  Section  7. 
Crossing  watchmen  or  flagmen, 
and  lamplighters  and  tenders. 
Section  8. 

Article  IV.  Section  4. 

Article  V-.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Section  3.  Coal  pass- 
ers. 


* Western  Maryland  Railway  Co. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

* Western  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

^Sections  4 and  5. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

♦Sections  5 and  7. 
xyrticle  IV.  Sections  2 and  3. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1 and  2. 
♦Section  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Wheeling  & Lake  Erie  Railway  Go. 
Lorain  & West  Virginia  Railway  Co. 
Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Section  5.  Janitors,  and  station 
and  warehouse  watchmen.  Sec- 
tions 6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Section  6.  Section  7. 
Crossing  watchmen,  lamplight- 
ers, and  tenders.  Section  8. 
Article  IV.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  XII.  Section  1.  Traveling 
auditors  and  inspectors,  police- 
men, engineering  corps  drafts- 
men, personal  injury  claim  in- 
spectors. Section  12. 


APPENDIX  TO  ADDENDUM  NO.  1 TO  DECISION  NO.  147. 

For  the  purpose  of  including  the  new  sections  added  by  paragraphs 
3 and  4 of  Addendum  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  147  and  for  ready  refer- 
ence to  the  original  articles  and  sections  of  said  decision,  this  ap- 
pendix is  attached  hereto  and  made  a part  hereof. 

AKTICLE  II. CLERICAL  AND  STATION  FORCES. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in  connecton  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision, 
use  the  following  schedule  of  decreases  per  hour : 

(Note. — For  clerks  without  previous  experience  hereafter  entering  the 
service  of  a carrier,  rates  of  wages  specified  in  section  3 (&),  this  article, 
are  hereby  established.) 

Section  1.  Storekeepers,  assistant  storekeepers,  chief  clerks,  foremen,  sub- 
foremen, and  other  clerical  supervisory  forces,  6 cents. 

Section  2.  (a)  Clerks  with  an  experience  of  two  or  more  years  in  railroad 
clerical  work,  or  clerical  work  of  a similar  nature  in  other  industries,  or  where 
their  cumulative  experience  in  such  clerical  work  is  not  less  than  two  years, 
6 cents. 

(&)  Clerks  with  an  experience  of  one  year  and  less  than  two  years  in  rail- 
road clerical  work,  or  clerical  work  of  a similar  nature  in  other  industries,  or 
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where  their  cumulative  experience  in  such  clerical  work  is  not  less  tlian  one 
year,  13  cents. 

Section  3.  (a)  Clerks  whose  experience  as  above  defined  is  less  than  one 

year,  cents. 

(&)  Clerks  without  previous  exi^erience  hereafter  entering  the  service  will 
l)e  paid  a monthly  salary  at  the  rate  of  $07.50  per  month  for  the  first  six 
months,  and  $77.50  per  month  for  the  second  six  months. 

Section  4.  Train  and  engine  crew  callers,  assistant  station  masters,  train 
announcers,  gatemen,  and  baggage  and  parcel  room  employees  (other  than 
clerks),  10  cents. 

Section  5.  Janitors,  elevator  and  telephone  switchboard  operators,  office,  sta- 
tion, and  warehouse  watchmen,  and  employees  engaged  in  assorting  waybills 
and  tickets,  operating  appliances  or  machines  for  perforating,  addressing  en- 
velopes, numbering  claims  and  other  papers,  gathering  and  distributing  mail, 
adjusting  dictaphone  cylinders,  and  other  similar  work,  10  cents. 

Section  6.  Office  boys,  messengers,  chore  boys,  and  other  employees  under 
18  years  of  age,  filling  similar  positions,  and  station  attendants,  5 cents. 

Section  7.  Station,  platform,  warehouse,  transfer,  dock,  pier,  storeroom, 
stock-room,  and  team-track  freight  handlers  or  truckers,  and  others  similarly 
employed,  6 cents. 

Section  8.  The  following  differentials  shall  be  maintained  between  truckers 
and  the  classes  named  below: 

{a)  Sealers,  scalers,  and  fruit  and  perishable  inspectors,  1 cent  per  hour 
above  truckers’  rates  as  established  under  section  7. 

(&)  Stowers  or  stevedores,  eallers  or  loaders,  locators  and  coopers,  2 cents 
per  hour  above  truckers’  rates  as  established  under  section  7. 

The  above  shall  not  operate  to  decrease  any  existing  higher  differentials. 

Section  9.  All  common  laboi'ers  in  and  around  stations,  storehouses,  and 
warehouses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  cents. 

ARTICLE  ni. MAINTENANCE  OF  WAY  AND  STRUCTURAL  AND  UNSKILLED 

FORCES  SPECIFIED. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use 
the  following  schedules  of  decreases  per  hour: 

Section  1.  Bridge,  building,  painter,  construction,  mason  and  concrete,  water 
supply,  and  plumber  foremen  (except  water  supply  and  plumber  foremen  com- 
ing under  the  provisions  of  section  1 of  Article  IV,  this  decision),  10  cents. 

Section  2.  Assistant  bridge,  building,  painter,  construction,  mason  and  con- 
crete, water  supply,  and  plumber  foremen,  and  for  coal-wharf,  coal-chute, 
and  fence-gang  foreman,  pile-driver,  ditching  and  hoisting  engineers  and  bridge 
inspectors  (except  assistant  water-supply  and  plumber  foremen  coming  under 
the  provisions  of  section  1 of  Article  IV,  this  decision),  10  cents. 

Section  3.  Section,  track,  and  maintenance  foremen,  and  assistant  section, 
track,  and  maintenance  foremen,  10  cents.  \ 

Section  4.  Mechanics  in  the  maintenance  of  way  and  bridge  and  building 
departments  (except  those  that  come  under  the  provisions  of  the  national 
agreement  v/ith  the  Federated  Shop  Trades),  10  cents. 

Section  5.  Mechanics’  helpers  in  the  maintenance  of  way  and  bridge  and 
building  departments  (except  those  that  come  under  the  provisions  of  the 
national  agreement  with  the  Federated  Shop  Trades),  7^  cents. 

Section  6.  Track  laborers,  and  ail  common  laborers  in  the  maintenance  of 
way  department  and  in  and  around  shops  and  roundhouses,  not  otherwise  pro- 
vided for  herein,  8^  cents. 

Section  7.  Drawbridge  tenders  and  assistants,  pile-driver,  ditching  and  hoist- 
ing firemen,  pumper  engineers  and  pumpers,  crossing  watchmen  or  flagmen, 
and  lamp  lighters  and  tenders,  8i  cents. 

Section  8.  Laborers  employed  in  and  around  shops  and  roundhouses,  such 
as  engine  watchmen  and  wipers,  fire  builders,  ash-pit  men,  flue  borers,  coal 
passers  (except  those  coming  under  the  provisions  of  section  3 of  Article  VIII, 
this  decision),  coal-chute  men,  etc.,  10  cents. 
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ARTICLE  IV. — SHOP  EMPLOYEES. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use 
the  following  schedules  of  decreases  per  hour: 

(Note. — For  car  cleaners  rates  of  wages  fixed  by  a diffei*ential  shown  in 
section  4,  this  article,  are  hereby  established.) 

Section  1.  Supervisory  forces,  8 cents. 

Section  2.  Machinists,  boilermakers,  blacksmiths,  sheet-metal  workers,  elec- 
trical workers,  carmen,  molders,  cupola  tenders,  and  coremakers,  including 
those  with  less  than  four  years’  experience,  all  crafts,  8 cents. 

Section  3.  Regular  and  helper  apprentices  and  helpers,  all  clas.ses,  8 cents. 

Section  4.  Car  cleaners  shall  be  paid  a rate  of  2 cents  per  hour  above  the 
rate  established  in  section  6 of  Article  III,  this  decision,  for  regular  track 
laborers  at  points  'where  car  cleaners  are  employed. 

ARTICLE  V. TELEGRAPHERS,  TELEPHONERS,  AND  AGENTS. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use 
the  following  schedules  of  decreases  per  hour: 

Section  1.  Telegraphers,  telephone  operators  (except  switchboard  operators), 
agents  (except  agents  at  small  nontelegraph  stations  as  referred  to  in  Supple- 
ment No.  13  to  General  Order  No.  27,  Article  IV,  section  (c),  agent-telegraphers, 
agent-telephoners,  towermen,  levermen,  tower  and  train  directors,  block  opera- 
tors, and  staffmen,  6 cents. 

Section  2.  Agents  at  small  nontelegraph  stations  as  referred  to  in  Supple- 
ment No.  13  to  General  Order  No.  27,  Article  IV,  section  (c),  5 cents. 

ARTICLE  VI. ENGINE  SERVTCE  EMPLOYEES. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use 
the  following  schedules  of  decreases  per  mile,  per  hour,  or  per  day, 
as  the  case  may  be : 

Section  1.— PASSENGER  SERVICE. 


Class. 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day. 

Class. 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day. 

Engineers  and  motormen 

Firemen  (coal  or  oil) 

.48 

.48 

$0. 48 
.48 

Helpers  (electric) 

.48 

$0.  48 

Section  2.— FREIGHT  SERVICE. 


Class. 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day. 

Class. 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day. 

Engineers  (steam,  electric,  or 
other  power) 

.64 

1 

$0.64 

Firemen  (coal  or  oil) 

Helpers  (electric) 

.64 

.64 

$0.  64 
.64 

Section  3.— YARD  SERVICE. 


Class. 

Per  hour 
(cents). 

j Class. 

1 

Per  hour 
(cents). 

E ngineers 

8 

Helpers  (electric) 

8 

Firemen  (coal  or  oil) 

8 

1 
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Section  4.— HOSTLER  SERVICE. 


Class. 

Per  day. 

Class. 

Per  day. 

Ont,5?idR  hnstlftrs  . . 

SO.  G4 
.64 

50.64 

Tnside  hostlers 

j Helpers 

ARTICLE  VII. TRAIN  SERVICE  EMPLOYEES. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use 
the  following  schedules  of  decreases  per  mile,  per  day,  or  per  month, 
as  the  case  may  be : 

Section  L— PASSENGER  SERVICE. 


Class. 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day. 

Per 

month. 

Cnndnntors  

.4 

$0. 60 
.60 
.60 

$18.00 

18.00 

18.00 

Assistant,  p.nndnntnrs  nr  tinket  enlleetnrs. 

. 4 

Baggagemen  handling  both  express  and  dynamo 

.4 

Baggagemen  operating  dynamo 

. 4 

.60 

18.00 

Baggagemen  handling  express 

. 4 

.60 

18.00 

B aggagemen 

. 4 

.60 

18.00 

Flagmen  and  brakemen 

.4 

.60 

18. 00 

Section  2.— SUBURBAN  SERVICE  (EXCLUSIVE). 


Class. 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day. 

Per 

month. 

i 

Conductors 

. 4 

$0.60 

$18. 00 

Ticket  collectors  

. 4 

.60 

18.00 

Guards  performing  duties  of  brakemen  or  flagmen 

. 4 

.60 

18.00 

Section  3.— FREIGHT  SERVICE. 


Class. 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day. 

Conductors  ( through) 

.64 

SO.  64 

Flagmen  and  brakemen  (through) 

.64 

.64 

Conductors  (local  or  way  freight) 

.64 

.64 

Flagmen  and  brakemen  (local  or  way  freight) 

.64 

.64 

Section  4.— YARD  SERVICE. 


Class. 

Per  day. 

Foremen 

$0. 64 

Helpers 

.64 

Switchtenders 

.64 

ARTICLE  Vm. STATIONARY  ENGINE  (STEAM)  AND  BOILER-ROOM 

EMPLOYEES. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use 
the  following  schedules  of  decreases  per  hour : 

Section  1.  Stationary  engineers  (steam),  8 cents. 

Section  2.  Stationary  firemen  and  engine-room  oilers,  8 cents. 

Section  3.  Boiler-room  water  tenders  and  coal  passers,  6 cents. 
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ARTICLE  IX. SIGNAL  DEPARTMENT  EMPLOYEES. 

For  the  specific  classes  listed  herein  and  named  or  referred  to  in 
connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use  the  following 
schedules  of  decreases  per  hour : 

Section  1.  Signal  foremen,  assistant  signal  foremen,  and  signal  inspectors,  8 
cents. 

Section  2.  Leading  maintainers,  gang  foremen,  and  leading  signalmen,  8 cents. 

Section  3.  Signalmen,  assistant  signalmen,  signal  nmintainers,  and  assistant 
signal  maintainers,  8 cents. 

Section  4.  Helpers,  6 cents. 

ARTICLE  X.— FLOATING  EQUIPMENT  EMPLOYEES. 


For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or  re- 
ferred to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  the 
following  schedules  of  decreased  rates  of  pay  are  established  : 


Section  1. — Ferries:  Permontli. 

Captains $200.  00 

Engineers 190.  00 

Firemen  and  oilers  (li- 
censed ) 140. 00 

Firemen  and  oilers  (un- 
licensed ) 140.  00 

Deckhands 125.  00 

Porters 100.  00 

Section  2. — Tugs  and  steam 
lighters : 

Captains 200.  00 

Mates  and  first  deck- 
hands (licensed) 130.00 

First  deckhands  (unli- 
censed ) 130.  00 

Second  deckhands 125.  00 

Floatmen  and  float 

watchmen 125.  00 

Engineers 190.  00 

Firemen  and  oilers  (li- 
censed)   140.00 

Firemen  and  oilers  (un- 
licensed)  140.00 

Bridgemen 125.  00 

Section  3.  — Lighters  and 
barges : 

Captains,  steam  hoist, 

single  drum 135.  00 

Engineers,  steam  hoist, 

single  drum 145.  00 

Captains,  steam  hoist, 

double  drum 140.  00 

Engineers,  steam  hoist, 

double  drum 150.  00 

Captains,  derricks,  un- 
der 30-ton  hoist 140.  00 

Engineers,  derricks,  un- 
der 30-ton  hoist 150.  00 

Captains,  derricks,  30- 

ton  hoist  and  over 150.  00 

Engineers,  derricks,  30- 

ton  hoist  and  over 160.  00 

Mates,  derricks 100.  00 


Section  3.  — Lighters  and  Per  month. 


barges — Continued. 

Captains,  h a n d-winch 
lighters  and  covered 

barges $130.  00 

Section  4. — Lighters  and 
barges : 

Captains,  hand-h  o i s t 
barges,  covered  light- 
ers  120.00 

Captains,  steam  hoist, 

single  drum 125.00 

Captains,  steam  hoist, 

double  drum 130.  00 

Engineers,  steam  hoist, 

single  drum 135.  00 

Engineers,  steam  hoist, 

double  drum 140.00 

Section  5. — New  York  Har- 
bor : 

Tugboats — 

Captains 200.  00 

Pilots  (Port  Read- 
• i u g coal-towing 

lines) 180.00 

Engineers 190.  00 

Assistant  engineers 
(Port  Reading 
coal  - towing 

lines) 180.00 

Firemen . 140.  00 

Deckhands 125. 00 

Stewards 125.00 

Section  6.  — Philadelphia 
harbor : 

( a ) Ferries  ’ — 

Pilots 170.  30 

Extra  pilots 130.  22 

Engineers 170.  30 

Extra  engineers 130. 22 

Firemen 118.  64 

Wheelsmen 110.  07 

Deckhands 107. 20 


’ Rates  based  on  eight  hours  per  day. 
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Section  6.  — Philadelphia  Per  month, 
liarbor — Continued. 


Bridgeinen $107.  20 

Firemen’s  helpers-  107.  20 
( ?> ) T ii  g s and  c a r 
boats  — 

Captains 180.  96 

Engineers 120. 16 

Mates 91.  00 

Firemen 90.  84 

Deckhands 90.  84 

Floatmen 90.  84 

Bridgeinen 90.  84 

(c)  Dredges,  floating 

elevators  a n d 
barges — 

Per  hour. 

Runners $0.  6975 

Engineers . 665 

Firemen . 5525 

Deck  iiands . 5025 

Mates . 5625 

Watchmen . 2975 

( d ) Floating  e 1 e v a- 

tors — 

Engineers . 645 

Firemen . 5125 

Marine  leg  tenders-  . 5125 

Weighers . 645 

Assistant  weighers-  . 57 

Watchmen . 3775 

Carpenter . 645 

(e)  Barges — 

Per  month. 

Bargemen $121.  52 

(f)  Shore  workers — 

Per  hour. 

Slip  tenders $0.  41 

Tug  steward .43 

Per  month. 

Float  captains $140.  00 

Section  7. — Hampton  Roads 
district : 

(a)  Ferries — 

Pilots 195.  00 

First  mate ,160.  00 

Second  mate 150.  00 

(&)  Tugboats — 

Pilots 192.  00 

Mates 145.  00 

(c)  Tugboats — 

Captains  (days) 170.00 

Captains  ( nights ) - 160.  00 

Engineers  (days)-  170.00 
Engineers  ( nights ) - 160.  00 

Per  day. 

Deck  liands $4.  00 

Firemen 4.  00 

(d)  Barges  (passen- 

ger)— 

Per  month. 

Barge  masters $102.  00 

Section  8. — New  Orleans  dis- 
trict : 

Captains 210.  00 

Pilots 200.  00  • 

Mates 120.  00 


Section  8. — N ('  w Orleans  Per  month. 


district — Continued. 

Chief  engineers $195.  00 

Assistant  engineers 170.00 

Firemen 111.  50 

Deck  hands 106.  5o 

Water  tenders 116.  50 

Oilers 95.  00 

Section  9. — Natchez,  ]Miss. : 

Chief  masters 185.  00 

Master 161.  80 

Engineer 145.  00 

Car  checker 89.00 

Per  day. 

Firemen $3.  60 

Tug  deck  hands 3.  25 

Coal  passer 3. 10 

•Watchman 3.20 

Per  trijj. 

Barge  deck  hands $0.  27 

Section  10.^ — Cairo,  111. : 

Per  month. 

Master $220.  00 

Pilots 195.  00 

First  engineer 195.  00 

Second  engineer 175.  00 

Third  engineer 175.  00 

Firemen 116.  50 

Water  tenders 116.  50 

Deck  hands 110.  00 

Coal  passers 110.  00 

Cradle  tenders 110.  00 

Section  11. — St.  Louis,  Mo. : 

Master 174.  00 

First  engineer 156.  20 

Second  engineer 138.  35 

Third  engineer 138.  35 

Mate 135.  00 

Carpenter  and  watch- 
man  129.  OQ 

Sailor  and  deck  hand 93.  20 

Deck  hands 84.  75 

Firemen 94.  70 

Section  1 2. — T ennessee 
River : 

Per  day. 

Master $4.  56 

Pilots 4.  56 

Engineers 4.  56 

Mate  and  clerk 4.  56 

Mate 4.  56 

Firemen 3. 15 

Watchmen 2.  90 

Deck  Iiands 2.90 

Per  month. 

Carpenters $100.  00 

Section  13. — Duluth,  Minn. : 

Master 230.  00 

Mate 230.  00 

Chief  engineer 230.  00 

Assistant  engineer 230.  00 

Firemen 155.  00 

Deck  hands 155.  00 
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ARTICLE  XI. OTHER  SUPERVISORY  FORCES. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  herein  and  named  or 
referred  to  in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  use 
the  following  schedules  of  decreases  per  hour : 

Section  1.  Train  dispatchers,  8 cents. 

Section  2.  Yardmasters  and  assistant  yardmasters,  8 cents. 


article  XII. MISCELLANEOUS  EMPLOA^EES. 

For  the  miscellaneous  classes  of  supervisors  and  emploj^ees  not 
specifically  listed  under  any  article,  named  in  connection  with  a car- 
rier affected  by  this  decision,  use  the  following  rule  for  making 
decreases : 

Section  1.  For  miscellaneous  classes  of  supervisors  and  employees  in  the 
hereinbefore-named  departments  properly  before  the  Labor  Board  and  name<l 
in  connection  with  a carrier  affected  by  this  decision,  deduct  an  amount 
equal  to  the  decreases  made  for  the  respective  classes  to  which  the  miscella- 
neous classes  herein  referred  to  are  analogous. 

Section  2.  The  intent  of  section  1,  this  article,  is  to  extend  this  decision  to 
certain  miscellaneous  classes  of  supervisors  and  employees  submitted  by  the 
carriers,  not  specifically  listed  under  any  section  in  the  classified  schedules  of 
decreases,  and  authorize  decreases  for  such  employees  in  the  same  amounts  as 
provided  in  the  schedules  of  decreases  for  analogous  service. 

For  the  specific  classes  of  employees  listed  in  the  following  sections 
of  this  article  and  named  or  referred  to  in  connection  with  a carrier 
affected  by  this  decision,  deduct  from  the  amount  of  increases  granted 
since  February  29,  1920,  the  following  per  cent  of  such  increases: 

Section  3,  Chefs  in  bridge  and  building  department  and  chefs  in  extra  gangs, 
60  per  cent 

Section  4.  (a)  Restaurants. — Managers,  assistant  managers,  cashiers,  head 
waiters  and  head  waitresses,  waiters  and  waitresses,  bus  boys  and  scrub 
girls,  chefs,  cooks,  bakers,  dishwashers,  yardman,  carvers  and  cold-meat  men, 
vegetable  man,  storeroom  man,  linen-room  man,  pantrymen  and  pantry  girls, 
lunch-counter  clerk,  house  man,  housekeeper,  maids,  and  porters,  60  per  cent. 

(b)  Dining  cars. — Stewards,  chefs,  cooks,  waiters,  and  buffet  porters,  60 
per  cent. 

(c)  Lamidry  ivorkers. — Washmen,  assistant  washmen,  foreladies,  seam- 
stresses. body  ironers,  and  manglers,  60  per  cent. 

Section  5.  Cooks  in  maintenance  of  -way  department,  60  per  cent. 

Sec-tion  6.  Cooks  and  camp  men  in  extra  gangs,  cooks  in  carpenter  gangs, 
and  cooks  in  Russellton  Hotel,  60  per  cent. 

Section  7.  Dining-car  stewards,  60  per  cent. 

Section  8.  Stewards,  cooks,  waiters,  and  porters,  60  per  cent. 

Section  9.  (a)  Restaurants  andjwtels. — Stewards,  managers,  chefs,  cooks, 
dishwashers,  pantrymen,  waiters,  porters,  bed  makers,  and  barbers,  60  per  cent. 

(b)  Ferry  restauranis. — Stewards,  chefs,  cooks,  waiters,  porters,  and  dish- 
washers, 60  per  cent. 

(c)  Dining  ears. — Stewards,  chefs,  cooks,  pantrymen,  waiters,  bus  boys, 
and  cabinet,  buffet,  and  chair-car  porters,  60  per  cent. 

(d)  Miscellaneous. — Commissary  helpers,  laundry  workers,  and  chauffeurs, 
60  per  cent. 

Section  10.  («)  Restaurants. — INIanagers,  cooks,  waiters,  maids,  and  porters, 
60  per  cent. 

(b)  Dining  cars. — Cooks  and  waiters,  60  per  cent. 

Section  11.  Stewards,  chefs,  cooks,  pantrymen,  and  waiters,  60  per  cent. 

Section  12.  Waitresses,  parlor-car  chefs,  and  porters,  60  per  cent. 
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ARTICLE  XIII. — GENERAL  APPLICATION. 

The  general  regulations  governing  the  application  of  this  decision 
are  as  follows: 

Section  1,  The  provisions  of  this  decision  will  not  apply  in  cases  where 
amounts  less  than  $30  per  month  are  paid  to  individuals  for  special  service 
which  takes  only  a part  of  their  time  from  outside  employment  or  business. 

Section  2.  Decreases  specified  in  this  decision  are  to  be  deducted  on  the 
following  basis : 

(«)  For  employees  paid  by  the  hour,  deduct  the  hourly  decrease  from  the 
hourly  rate. 

(&)  For  employees  paid  by  the  day,  deduct  eight  times  the  hourly  decrease 
from  the  daily  rate. 

(c)  For  employees  paid  by  the  month,  deduct  204  times  the  hourly  decrease 
from  the  monthly  rate. 

Section  3.  The  decreases  in  wages  and  the  rates  hereby  established  shall 
be  incorporated  in  and  become  a part  of  existing  agreements  or  schedules, 
or  future  negotiated  agreements  or  schedules,  and  shall  remain  in  effect 
until  or  unless  changed  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  Transportation  Act, 
1920. 

Section  4.  It  is  not  intended  in  this  decision  to  include  or  make  decreases 
in  wages  for  any  officials  of  the  carriers  affected  except  that  class  designated 
in  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  as  “ subordinate  officials,”  and  who  are  in- 
cluded in  the  act  as  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Board.  The  act  provides 
that  the.  term  “ subordinate  officials  ” includes  officials  of  carriers  of  such 
class  or  rank  as  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  shall  designate  by 
regulation  duly  formulated  and  issued.  Hence,  whenever  in  this  decision 
words^  are  used,  such  as  “ foremen,”  “ supervisors,”  etc.,  which  may  apply 
to  offiaals,  such  words  are  intended  to  apply  to  only  such  classes  of  subordinate 
officials  as  are  now  or  may  hereafter  be  defined  and  classified  by  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  as  “ subordinate  officials  ” within  the  meaning 
of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 

ARTICLE  XIV. INTERPRETATION  OF  THIS  DECISION. 

Should  a dispute  arise  between  the  management  and  the  employees 
of  any  of  the  carriers  as  to  the  meaning  or  intent  of  this  decision, 
wdiich  can  not  be  decided  in  conference  between  the  parties  directly 
interested,  such  dispute  shall  be  referred  to  the  United  States  Kail- 
road  Labor  Board  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  Transportation 
Act,  1920. 

Section  1.  All  such  disputes  shall  be  presented  in  a concrete  and  joint  signed 
statement  setting  forth ; 

{a)  The  article  of  this  decision  involved. 

(&)  The  facts  in  the  case. 

(c)  The  position  of  the  employees. 

(d)  The  position  of  the  management  thereon. 

Where  supporting  documentary  evidence  is  used  it  shall  be  attached  to 
the  application  for  decision  in  the  form  of  exhibits. 

Section  2.  Such  presentations  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  secretary  of  the 
United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  who  shall  place  same  before  the  Labor 
Board  for  final  disposition. 
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ADDENDUM  NO.  2 TO  DECISION  NO.  147.— DOCKET  353. 

Chicago,  III.,  July  1,  1921. 

Decision  No.  147  (Docket  353).— New  York  Central 
Eailroad  Co.  et  al.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and 
Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Sta- 
tion Employees  et  al. 

Entry. — Relating  to  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & Gary  Railway  Co,  et  al.  and 

the  Specific  Classes  of  Employees  Named  or  Referred  to  Under  Each  Par- 
ticular Carrier. 

The  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  acting  upon  the  written 
application  of  the  carriers  hereinafter  named  in  Article  I of  this 
addendum,  hereby  renders  a decision  upon  a series  of  controversies 
between  the  carriers  and  the  representatives  of  certain  employees 
of  the  carriers,  involving  the  question  of  what  shall  constitute  just 
and  reasonable  wages.  The  various  controversies  were  considered 
in  conference  between  representatives  designated  and  authorized 
by  the  parties,  and  not  having  been  decided  in  such  conference 
were  referred  to  the  Labor  Board  for  hearing  and  decision. 

The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Decision  No.  147  shall  apply  to 
the  carriers  hereinafter  named  and  to  the  specific  classes  of  em- 
ployees named  or  referred  to  under  each  of  said  "carriers  with  the 
same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said  carriers  and  employees  had  been 
named  originally  in  said  decision,  and  hereby  issues  the  following 

ADDENDUM,  EFFECTIVE  JULY  1,  19  21. 

1.  Add  to  the  list  of  carriers  and  organizations  named  as  par- 
ties to  the  dispute  in  Docket  353,  Decision  No.  147,  the  carriers  and 
the  organization  hereinafter  named  under  the  caption,  Parties  to 
the  dispute.  ” 

2.  Add  to  Article  I of  Decision  No.  147  the  carriers  (found 
named  as  original  parties  to  Docket  353,  or  by  addendum  made 
parties  thereto)  hereinafter  named  under  the  caption,  “Article  1 — 
Carriers  and  employees  affected.  ” 

3.  Add  to  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  System  (Western  Lines) 
and  the  Boston  & Maine  Railroad,  wherever  listed  in  Decision  No. 
147  or  Addendum  No.  1 thereto,  the  names  of  the  subsidiary  lines 
hereinafter  named  in  connection  with  these  carriers  under  the 
caption,  “ Parties  to  the  dispute.  ” 


PARTIES  TO  THE  DISPUTE. 


The  carriers  hereby  added  as  parties  to  the  dispute  in  Docket 
353,  Decision  No.  147,  each  of  which  has  a dispute  with  one  or  more 
of  the  organizations  named  in  said  decision,  are: 


Atlanta  Terminal  Co/ 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  & Gary  Railway 
Co. 

Kentucky  & Indiana  Terminal  Rail- 
road Co. 


Mississippi  Central  Railroad  Co. 
Pittsburg  & Shawmut  Railroad. 
Pullman  Co. 

San  Diego  & Arizona  Railway. 
Savannah  Union  Station  Co.’ 


^ Included  in  Article  I of  Addendum  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  147. 
99915°— 22 36 
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Southern  Railway  Co. 

Alabama  Great  Southern  Railroad 
Co. 

Atlantic  & Yadkin  Railway  Co. 

Cincinnati,  Burnside  & Cumber- 
land River  Railway  Co. 

Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  & Texas 
Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Georgia  Southern  & Florida  Rail- 
way Go. 

The  carriers  listed  below  hav 
parties  to  the  dispute  in  Docket  3. 
purpose  of  naming  the  subsidiary 

Boston  & Maine  Railroad. 

Barre  & Chelsea  Railroad. 

Montpelier  & Wells  River  Rail- 
road. 

St.  Johnsbnry  & Lake  Champlain 
Railroad. 

Sullivan  County  Railroad. 

Vermont  Valley  Railroad. 

York  Harbor  Beach  .Railroad. 
Grand  Trunk  Railway  System  (West- 
ern Lines). 

Atlantic  & St.  Lawrence  Railroad. 

Champlain  & St.  Lawrence  Rail- 
road. 

Chicago,  Detroit  & Canada  Grand 
Trunk  Junction  Railroad. 


Southern  Railway  Co. — Continued. 
Harrimaii  & Northea.stern  Rail- 
road. 

New  Orleans  & Northeastern  Rail- 
road Co. 

New  Orleans  Terminal  Co. 
Northern  Alabama  Railway  Co. 

St.  Johns  River  Terminal  Co. 


e been  previously  designated  as 
53,  and  are  relisted  herein  for  the 
lines : 

Cincinnati,  Saginaw  & Mackinaw 
Railroad. 

Detroit,  Grand  Haven  & Mil- 
waukee Railroad. 

Grand  Trunk  Western  Railway. 
Lewiston  & Auburn  Railroad. 
Michigan  Air  Line  Railway. 
Pontiac,  Oxford  & Northern  Rail- 
road. 

St.  Clair  Terminal  Railroad. 
Toledo,  Saginaw*^  & Muskegon  Rail- 
road. 

United  States  & Canada  Railroad. 


The  organization  hereby  added  as  a party  to  the  dispute  in  Docket 
353,  Decision  No.  147,  which  has  a dispute  with  one  or  more  of  the 
carriers  named  in  said  decision,  is : 

International  Association  of  Bridge,.  Structural,  and  Ornamental  Iron 
Workers. 


AKTICLE  I—-CAREIEES  AND  EMPLOYEES  AFFECTED, 


Each  of  the  following  carriers  shall  make  deductions  from  the 
rates  of  wages  heretofore  established  by  the  authority  of  the  United 
States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  for  the  specific  classes  of  its  employees 
named  or  referred  to  in  this  article,  using  the  schedule  of  decreases 
and  rules  governing  reference  to  article  and  section  numbers  here- 
tofore printed  in  Decision  No.  147  and  reproduced  in  Addendum  No. 
1 thereto. 


Note. — An  asterisk  is  used  to  indicate  the  names  of  carriers  previously 
listed  in  Decision  No.  147  or  Addendum  No.  1 thereto.  These  carriers  are  re- 
named in  this  addendum  for  the  purpose  of  including  certain  classes  of  their 
employees  not  named  or  referred  to  in  said  decision. 

An  asterisk  is  also  used  to  indicate  the  section  numbers  previously  used  in 
Decision  No.  147  or  Addendum  No.  1 thereto  for  naming  certain  classes  of  em- 
ployees. Such  section  numbers  are  used  again  for  the  purpose  of  naming  cer- 
tain additional  classes  or  to  include  the  remainder  of  the  classes  covered  by 
said  section,  as  the  case  may  be. 


*Alabama  & Vicksburg  Railway  Co. 
Vicksburg,  Shreveport  & Pacific 
Railway  Co. 

Article  III.  Section  7. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 


^Atlanta  Terminal  Co. 

Aj?ticle  V.  Section  1. 

Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
^Baltimore  & Ohio  Railroad  Co. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 
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♦Charleston  & Western  Carolina  Rail- 
way Co. 

Article  IV.  Section  1. 

Article  XI.  Section  2. 

♦Chicacjo,  Inclianaiwlis  & Louisville 
Railway  Co. 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  & Gary  Railway 
Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  5,  6,  7, 
and  9. 

■ Article  III.  Sections  1,  3,  6,  7, 
and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  3 and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Section  2. 

Article  XI.  Section  1 . 

♦Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St. 
Louis  Railway  Co. 

Cincinnati  Northern  Railroad  Co. 
Evansville,  Indianapolis  & Terre 
Haute  Railway  Co. 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

♦Galveston  Wharf  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  2,  3,  and  7. 
Article  III.  Section  k 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Kentucky  & Indiana  Terminal  Rail- 
road Co. 

Ai'ticle  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,'  8,  and  9. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Section  1. 

Article  VI.  Sections  3 and  4. 
Article  VII.  Section  4. 

♦Loui.sville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

Article  VII.  Section  1. 

Mississippi  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 

6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VHI.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 
♦Monongahela  Railway  Co. 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

♦Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. 

Article  XI.  Section  1. 

Pittsburg  & Shawmut  Railroad. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 


Pullman  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  5,  6, 
and  9. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

♦St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co. 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co., 
of  Texas. 

Article  XI.  Section  2. 

San  Diego  & Aidzona  Railway. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  and  9. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Ai’ticle  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 

Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 

Article  VIII.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 

Article  IX.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Article  XI.  Sections  1 and  2. 

(Note. — Reductions  herein  au- 
thorized for  this  carrier  shall 
apply  only  to  employees  in- 
creased under  the  provisions  of 
Decision  No.  2.  Employees 
otherwise  increased  to  be 
covered  by  separate  decision.) 

♦Seaboard  Air  Line  Railway  Co. 

Article  II.  Section  1, 

Article  VI.  Section  4. 

Article  VII.  Section  4.  Switch- 
tenders. 

♦Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and 
Louisiana. 

Direct  Navigation  Co. 

Galveston,  Harrisburg  & San  An- 
tonio Railway  Co. 

Houston  Shreveport  Railroad  Co. 

Houston  & Texas  Central  Railroad 
Co. 

Houston,  East  & West  Texas  Rail- 
way Co. 

Iberia  «&:  Vermilion  Railroad  Co. 

Lake  Charles  & Northern  Railroad 
Co.  ' . 

Louisiana  Western  Railroad  Co. 

Morgan’s  Louikana  & Texas  Rail- 
road & Steamship  Co' 

Southern  Pacific  Terminal  Co. 

Texas  & New  Orleans  Railroad  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  1,  2,  and  3. 
♦Sections  4,  5,  and  6. 

Southern  Railway  Co. 

Alabama  Great  Southern  Railroad 
Co. 

Atlantic  & Yadkin  Railway  Co. 

Cincinnati,  Burnside  & Cumberland 
River  Railway  Co. 

Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  & Texas 
Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Georgia  Southern  & Florida  Rail- 
way Co. 

Harriman  & Northeastern  Railroad. 

New  Orleans  & Northeastern  Rail- 
road Co. 

New  Orleans  Terminal  Co. 

Northern  Alabama  Railway  Co. 
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Sonthern  Railway  Co. — Continued. 

St.  Johns  River  Terminal  Co. 

Article  II.  Sections  7 and  8. 
Article  IV.^  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Article  IX.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 

* Spokane,  Portland  & Seattle  Railway 
Co. 

Oregon  Electric  Railway  Co. 


* Spokane,  Portland  A Seattle  Railway 
Co. — Continued. 

Oregon  Trunk  Railway. 

Article  V.  Sections  1 and  2. 
*Toledo,  Peoria  A Western  Railway 
Co. 

Article  IV.  Section  1. 

Article  VIII.  Section  1. 

*Wheeling  A Lake  Erie  Railway  Co. 
Lorain  A West  Virginia  Railway  Co. 
Article  III.  Section  3. 


ADDENDUM  NO  3 TO  DECISION  NO.  147.— DOCKET  353. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  11,  1291. 

Decision  No.  147  (Docket  353) — New  York  Central 
Railroad  Co.  et  al.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and 
Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Sta- 
tion Employees  et  al. 

Entry.— Relating  to  the  Manistique  & Lake  Superior  Railroad  Co.  et  al.  and 
the  Specific  Classes  of  Employees  Named  or  RefeiTed  to  under  Each  Par- 
ticular Carrier. 

The  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  acting  upon  the  written 
application  of  the  carriers  hereinafter  named  in  Article  I of  this 
addendum,  hereby  renders  a decision  upon  a series  of  controversies 
between  the  carriers  and  the  representatives  of  certain  employees  of 
the  carriers,  involving  the  question  of  what  shall  constitute  just  and 
reasonable  wages.  The  various  controversies  were  considered  in  con- 
ference between  representatives  designated  and  authorized  by  the 
parties,  and  not  having  been  decided  in  such  conference  were  referred 
to  the  Labor  Board  for  hearing  and  decision. 

The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Decision  No.  147  shall  apply  to  the 
carriers,  hereinafter  named  and  to  the  specific  classes  of  employees 
named  or  referred  to  under  each  of  said  carriers  with  the  same  force 
and  effect  as  if  the  said  carriers  and  employees  had  been  named 
originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective  date  shall  be 
October  16,  1921,  as  set  out  below,  instead  of  July  1,  1921,  as  shown 
in  Decision  No.  147,  and  hereby  issues  the  following 

ADDENDUM,  EFFECTIVE  OCTOBER  16,  1921. 

1.  Add  to  the  list  of  carriers  named  as  parties  to  the  dispute  in 
Docket  353,  Decision  No.  147,  the  carriers  hereinafter  named  under 
the  caption,  “ Parties  to  the  dispute.” 

2.  Add  to  Article  I of  Decision  No.  147  the  carriers  (found  named 
as  original  parties  to  Docket  353,  or  by  addendum  made  parties  there- 
to) hereinafter  named  under  the  caption,  “Article  I — Carriers  and 
employees  affected.” 

PARTIES  TO  THE  DISPUTE. 

The  carriers  hereby  added  as  parties  to  the  dispute  in  Docket 
353,  Decision  No.  147,  each  of  which  has  a dispute  with  one  or  more 
of  the  organizations  named  in  said  decision,  are : 

Manistique  A Lake  Superior  Railroad  Norfolk  A Portsmoiitli  Belt  Line  Rail- 
Co.  road. 


2 Dose  not  include  Cincinnati,  Burnside  & Cumberland  River  Railway  Co. 
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ARTICLE  I. CARRIERS  AND  EMPLOYEES  AFFECTED. 


Each  of  the  following  carriers  shall  make  deductions  from  the 
rates  of  wages  heretofore  established  by  the  authority  of  the  United 
States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  for  the  specific  classes  of  its  employees 
named  or  referred  to  in  this  article,  using  the  schedule  of  decreases 
and  rules  governing  reference  to  article  and  section  numbers  here- 
tofore printed  in  Decision  No.  147  and  reproduced  in  Addendum  No. 
1 thereto. 


Note. — An  asterisk  is  used  to  indicate  the  names  of  carriers  previously 
listed  in  Decision  No.  147  or  addenda  thereto.  These  carriers  are  renamed 
in  this  addendum  for  the  purpose  of  including  certain  classes  of  their  employees' 
not  named  or  referred  to  in  said  decision. 

An  asterisk  is  also  used  to  indicate  the  section  numbers  previously  used 
in  Decision  No.  147  or  in  addenda  thereto  for  naming  certain  classes  of  em- 
ployees. Such  section  numbers  are  used  again  for  the  purpose  of  naming  cer- 
tain additional  classes  or  to  include  the  remainder  of  the  classes  covered 
by  said  section,  as  the  case  may  be. 

*Gulf  Coast  Lines. 


Beaumont,  Sour  Lake  & Western 
Railway  Co. 

Houston  Belt  & Terminal  Railway 
Co. 

New  Iberia  & Northern  Railroad  Co. 

New  Orleans,  Texas  & Mexico  Rail- 
way Co. 

Orange  & Northwestern  Railroad  Co. 

St.  Louis,  Brownsville  & Mexico 
Railway  Co. 

Article  V.  Section  2. 

Article  VI.  * Section  1.^  Firemen 
and  helpers.  Section 
2.^  Firemen  and  help- 
ers. Section  3.®  Fire- 
men and  helpers. 
Section  4. 


Manistique  & Lake  Superior  Railroad 
Co. 

Article  III.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7,  and  8. 

Article  IV.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VI.  Sections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 
Article  VII.  Sections  1,  3,  and  4. 
Norfolk  & Portsmouth  Belt  Line  Rail- 
road. 

Article  VI.  Section  3. 

Article  VII.  Section  4. 

* Seaboard  Air  Line  Railway  Co. 
Article  XI.  Section  1. 


ADDENDUM  NO.  1 TO  DECISION  NO.  215.— DOCKET  353-96G. 


Chicago,  111.,  October  11,  1921. 

Decision  No.  215  (Docket  353-96G). — Fort  Smith  & 
Western  Railroad  v.  Certain  Clerical  and  Station  Em- 
ployees. 

Entry. — Relating  to  the  Inclusion  of  Certain  Specified  Employee  and  Sub- 
ordinate Ofiicials. 

The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Decision  No.  215  shall  apply  to 
the  employee  and  subordinate  officials  hereinafter  named  with  the 
same  force  and  effect  as  if  such  employee  and  subordinate  officials 
had  been  named  originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective 
date  shall  be  October  16,  1921,  as  set  out  below,  instead  of  July  1, 
1921,  as  shown  in  Decision  No.  215,  and  hereby  issues  the  folloAving 


* Excluding  the  Beaumont,  Sour  Lake  & Western  Railway  and  the  New  Orleans,  Texas 
& Mexico  Railway  Co. 
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ADDENDUM,  EFFECTIVE  OCTOBER  16,  1921. 

Add  to  the  list  of  positions  enumerated  in  sulxli vision  1 of  De- 
cision No.  215,  the  following: 

One  (1)  car  repair  foreman,  one  (1)  roundhouse  foreman,  and  one 
(1)  telegraph  lineman. 


ADDENDUM  NO.  1 TO  DECISION  NO.  218.— DOCKET  404. 

Chicago,  III.,  AuguH  5,  1921. 


Decision  No.  218  (Docket  404). — Railway  Employees" 
Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Fennsylvania  System. 

Entry. — Modifying  Decision  No.  218  to  the  Extent  That  the  Method  of  Election 
of  Representatives  of  Employees  Shall  Be  by  Secret  Ballot. 

In  Decision  No.  218,  the  Railroad  Labor  Board,  in  ordering  an 
election  on  the  Pennsylvania  System  for  the  selection  of  repre- 
sentatives of  the  class  of  employees  involved  to  confer  with  the  car- 
rier on  rules  and  working  conditions,  directed  that  each  employee 
voting  should  show  on  his  ballot  his  name,  craft,  place  of  employ- 
ment, and  whetlier  working  or  furloughed,  and  should  then  seal  and 
forward  the  ballot  to  the  proper  committee. 

The  purpose  of  this  provision  was  to  make  it  easy  to  check  up 
the  voters  and  eliminate  any  ballots  cast  by  those  not  eligible  to  vote, 
this  being  the  established  method  of  taking  a ballot  among  the  rail- 
wa}^  labor  organizations. 

The  attention  of  the  Board  has  since  been  called  to  the  fact  that 
this  method  of  balloting  in  this  instance  would  be  objectionable, 
because  there  is  such  conflict  of  interest  as  renders  a secret  ballot 
desirable. 

The  Labor  Board  therefore  orders  that  said  Decision  No.  218  be 
modified  to  the  extent  that  the  representatives  of  the  carrier  and 
the  employees,  in  their  conference  which  the  Board  has  directed  to 
be  held  on  or  before  August  10,  1921,  be  authorized  to  make  such 
changes  in  said  plan  of  election  as  are  necessary  to  preserve  the  ab- 
solute secrecy  of  the  ballot. 


ADDENDUM  NO.  1 TO  DECISION  NO.  222.— DOCKET  475. 

Chicago,  III.,  I^eptemher  IJ^,  1921. 

Decision  No.  222  (Docket  475). — Chicago  & North 
Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.  v.  Railway  Employees’ 
Department,  A.  F.  of  L,  (Federated  Shop  Crafts). 

Entry. — Relating  to  the  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  et.  al.  and 
to  Their  Employees  in  the  Shop  Crafts. 

The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Decision  No.  222  shall  apply  to 
the  carriers  hereinafter  named  and  to  their  employees  in  the  shop 
crafts  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said  carriers  had  been 
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named  originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective  date 
shall  be  September  16,  1921,  as  set  out  below,  instead  of  August  16, 
1921,  as  shown  in  Decision  No.  222,  and  hereby  issues  the  following 

ADDENDUM,  EFrECTI\^  SEPTEMBER  16,  19  21. 

Add  to  the  list  of  carriers  named  as  parties  to  the  dispute  in 
Docket  475,  Decision  No.  222,  the  following  carriers: 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co. 

Beaumont  4\Tiarf  & Terminal  Co. 

Gulf,  Colorado  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co. 

Panhandle  & Santa  Fe  Railroad. 

Rio  Grande,  El  Paso  & Santa  Fe  R.  R.  Co. 

Fort  Worth  & Denver  City  Railway  Co. 

Wichita  Valley  Railway  Co. 

Kansas  City  Terminal  Railway  Co. 

Midland  Valley  Railroad. 

Peoria  & Pekin  Union  Railway  Co. 

Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co. 

Texas  & Pacific  Railway.a 


ADDENDUM  NO,  2 TO  DECISION  NO.  222.— DOCKET  475. 
ClUcago,  III.,  September  26,  1921. 

Decision  No.  222  (Docket  475). — Chicago  & North 
Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.  v.  Railway  Employees’  De- 
partment, A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts). 

Entry. — Relating  to  the  New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford  Railroad  Co.  and 
to  Its  Employees  in  the  Shop  Crafts. 

The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Decision  No.  222  shall  apply  to 
the  carrier  hereinafter  named  and  to  its  employees  in  the  shop 
crafts  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said  carrier  had  been 
named  originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective  date 
shall  be  October  1,  1921,  as  set  out  below,  instead  of  August  16, 
1921,  as  shown  in  Decision  No.  222,  and  hereby  issues  the  following 

ADDENDUM,  EFEECTI\T:  OCTOBER  1,  1921. 

Add  to  the  list  of  carriers  named  as  parties  to  the  dispute  in 
Docket  475,  Decision  No.  222,  the  following  carrier: 

New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford  Railroad  Co. 


ADDENDUM  NO.  3 TO  DECISION  NO.  222.— DOCKET  475. 

Chicago,  III.,  October  8,  1021. 

Decision  No.  222  (Docket  475). — Chicago  & North 
Western  Railway  Co.  et  al  v.  Railway  Employees’  De- 
partment, A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts). 

Entry. — Relating  to  the  Addition  of  Certain  Specified  Rules. 

Acting  under  authority  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  and  pur- 
suant to  Decision  No.  119,  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board 
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hereby  promulgates  certain  specified  rules  which  it  has  determined 
to  be  just  and  reasonable,  in  addition  to  those  issued  in  Decision  Xo. 
222,  and  decides  that  these  rules  shall  apply  to  the  carriers  and  the 
organizations  named  in  said  decision  and  those  thereafter  included 
by  addenda  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  specified  rules  had 
been  contained  originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective 
date  shall  be  October  16, 1921,  as  set  out  below,  instead  of  August  16, 
1921,  as  shown  in  Decision  No.  222,  and  hereby  issues  the  following 

ADDENDUM,  EEFECTIVE  OCTOBER  IG,  1921. 

Add  to  the  rules  promulgated  in  Decision  No.  222  (Docket  4T5) 
the  following : 

Rule  1.  Eight  hours  shall  constitute  a day’s  Vv^ork.  All  employees 
coming  under  the  provisions  of  this  agreement,  except  as  otherwise 
provided  in  this  schedule  of  rules,  or  as  may  hereafter  be  legally 
established  between  the  carrier  and  the  employees,  shall  be  paid  on 
the  hourly  basis. 

This  rule  is  intended  to  remove  the  inhibition  against  piecework 
contained  in  rule  1 of  the  shop  crafts’  national  agreement  and  to 
permit  the  question  to  be  taken  up  for  negotiation  on  any  individual 
railroad  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Transportation  Act. 

Rule  2.  (Rule  adopted  as  substitute  for  rules  2,  3,  4,  and  5 of  the 
national  agreement.)  There  may  be  one,  two,  or  three  shifts  em- 
ployed. The  starting  time  of  any  shift  shall  be  arranged  by  mutual 
understanding  between  the  local  officers  and  the  employees’  committee 
based  on  actual  service  requirements. 

The  time  and  length  of  the  lunch  period  shall  be  subject  to  mutual 
agreement. 

Rule  8.  Employees  regularly  assigned  to  work  on  Sundays  or 
holidays,  or  those  called  to  take  the  place  of  such  employees,  will  be 
allowed  to  complete  the  balance  of  the  day  unless  released  at  their 
own  request.  Those  who  are  called  will  be  advised  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible after  vacancies  become  known. 

Rule  18.  Vv^hen  new  jobs  are  created  or  vacancies  occur  in  the 
respective  crafts,  the  oldest  employees  in  point  of  service  shall,  if 
sufficient  ability  is  shown  by  trial,  be  given  preference  in  filling  such 
new  jobs  or  any  vacancies  that  may  be  desirable  to  them.  All  vacan- 
cies or  new  jobs  created  will  be  bulletined.  Bulletins  must  be  posted 
five  (5)  days  before  vacancies  are  filled  permanently.  Employees 
desiring  to  avail  themselves  of  this  rule  will  make  application  to 
the  official  in  charge  and  a copy  of  the  application  will  be  given  to 
the  local  chairman. 

An  employee  exercising  his  seniority  rights  under  this  rule  will  do 
so  without  expense  to  the  carrier;  he  will  lose  his  right  to  the  job 
he  left ; and  if  after  a fair  trial  he  fails  to  qualify  for  the  new  posi- 
tion, he  Avill  have  to  take  whatever  position  may  be  open  in  his  craft. 

Rule  31.  Seniority  of  employees  in  each  craft  covered  by  this 
agreement  shall  be  confined  to  the  point  employed  in  each  of  the 
following  departments,  except  as  provided  in  special  rules  of  each 
craft:  Maintenance  of  way  (bridge  and  building  where  separate 
from  maintenance  of  way  department)  ; maintenance  of  equipment; 
maintenance  of  telegraph;  maintenance  of  signals.  Four  sub- 
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divisions  of  the  carmen  as  follows:  Pattern  makers;  upholsterers: 
painters;  other  carmen. 

The  seniority  lists  will  be  open  to  inspection  and  copy  furnished 
the  committee. 

Rule  46.  Applicants  for  employment  may  be  required  to  take 
physical  examination  at  the  expense  of  the  carrier  to  determine  the 
fitness  of  the  applicant  to  reasonably  perform  the  service  required  in 
his  craft  or  class.  They  will  also  be  required  to  make  a statement 
showing  address  of  relatives,  necessary  four  (4)  years’  experience, 
and  name  and  local  address  of  last  employer. 

Rule  48.  Employees  injured  while  at  work  will  not  be  required 
to  make  accident  reports  before  they  are  given  medical  attention, 
but  will  make  them  as  soon  as  practicable  thereafter.  Proper  med- 
ical attention  will  be  given  at  the  earliest  possible  moment  and,  when 
able,  employees  shall  be  permitted  to  return  to  work  without  signing 
a release  pending  final  settlement  of  the  case. 

At  the  option  of  the  injured  party,  personal  injury  settlements 
may  be  handled  by  the  duly  authorized  representatives  of  the  em- 
ployee with  the  dul}^  authorized  representative  of  the  carrier.  Where 
death  or  permanent  disability  results  from  injury,  the  lawful  heirs 
of  the  deceased  may  have  the  case  handled  as  herein  provided. 

Rule  50.  Existing  conditions  in  regard  to  shop  trains  will  be  con- 
tinued unless  changed  by  mutual  agreement,  or  unless,  after  disagree- 
ment between  the  carrier  and  employees,  the  dispute  is  properly 
brought  before  the  Labor  Board  and  the  Board  finds  the  continuance 
of  existing  conditions  unjust  and  unreasonable,  and  orders  same 
discontinued  or  modified. 

The  company  will  endeavor  to  keep  shop  trains  on  scneduie  time, 
properly  heated  and  lighted,  and  in  a safe,  clean,  and  sanitary  condi- 
tion. This  not  to  apply  to  temporary  service  provided  in  case  of 
emergency. 

Rule  55.  Work  of  scraping  engines,  boilers,  tanks,  and  cars  or 
other  machinery  will  be  done  b}^  crews  under  the  direction  of  a 
mechanic. 

Rule  60.  At  the  close  of  each  week  one  minute  for  each  hour 
actually  worked  during  the  week  will  be  allowed  employees  for 
checking  in  and  out  and  making  out  service  cards  on  their  own  time. 

Rule  61.  Any  man  who  has  served  an  apprenticeship  or  has  had 
four  (4)  years’  experience  at  the  machinists’  trade  and  who,  by  his 
skill  and  experience,  is  qualified  and  capable  of  laying  out  and  fitting 
together  the  metal  parts  of  any  machine  or  locomotive,  with  or  with- 
out drawings,  and  competent  to  do  either  sizing,  shaping,  turning, 
boring,  planing,  grinding,  finishing,  or  adjusting  the  metal  parts  of 
any  machine  or  locomotive  whatsoever  shall  constitute  a machinist. 

Rule  65.  Machinists  assigned  to  running  repairs  shall  not  be  re- 
quired to  work  on  dead  work  at  points  where  dead-work  forces  are 
maintained  except  when  there  is  not  sufficient  running  repairs  to  keep 
them  busy. 

Rule  66.  Dead  work  means  all  work  on  an  engine  which  cannot  be 
handled  within  twenty-four  (24)  hours  by  the  regularly  assigned 
running-repair  forces  maintained  at  point  where  the  question  arises. 

Rule  67.  Dead-work  forces  will  not  be  assigned  to  perform  run- 
ning-repair work,  except  when  the  regularly  assigned  running-repair 
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forces  are  unable  to  get  engines  out  in  time  to  prevent  delay  to  train 
movement. 

Kule  68,  In  case  of  wrecks  where  engines  are  disabled,  machinist 
and  helper,  if  necessary,  shall  accompany  the  wrecker.  They  will 
work  under  the  direction  of  the  wreck  foreman. 

Eule  77.  At  points  where  there  are  ordinarily  fifteen  (15)  or  more 
engines  tested  and  inspected  each  month,  and  machinists  are  required 
to  swear  to  Federal  reports  covering  such  inspection,  a machinist 
will  be  assigned  to  handle  this  work  in  connection  with  other  ma- 
chinist’s work  and  will  be  allowed  five  cents  (5c)  per  hour  above  the 
machinist’s  minimum  rate  at  the  point  employed. 

At  points  or  on  shifts  where  no  inspector  is  assigned  and  ma- 
chinists are  required  to  inspect  engines  and  swear  to  Federal  reports, 
they  will  be  paid  five  cents  (5c)  per  hour  above  the  machinist’s  mini- 
mum rate  at  the  point  employed  for  the  days  on  which  such  inspec- 
tions are  made. 

Autogenous  welders  shall  receive  five  cents  (5c)  per  hour  above 
the  minimum  rate  paid  mechanics  at  the  point  employed. 

Kule  78.  Any  man  who  has  served  an  apprenticeship  or  has  had 
four  (4)  years’  experience  at  the  trade,  who  can  with  the  aid  of  tools, 
with  or  without  drawings,  and  is  competent  to  either  lay  out,  build 
or  repair  boilers,  tanks,  and  details  thereof,  and  complete  same  in  a 
mechanical  manner,  shall  constitute  a boiler  maker. 


ADDENDUM  NO.  4 TO  DECISION  NO.  222.— DOCKET  475. 
Chicago,  III.,  Octol)er  13,  1921. 

Decision  No.  222  (Docket  475. — Chicago  & North 
Western  Kailway  Co.  et  al.  v.  Kailway  Employees’  De- 
partment, A.  F.  of  L (Federated  Shop  Crafts). 

Entry. — Relating  to  the  Alabama  & Vicksburg  Railway  Co.  et  al.  and  to  Their 
Employees  in  the  Shop  Crafts. 

The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Decision  No.  222  shall  apply  to 
the  carriers  hereinafter  named  and  to  their  employees  in  the  shop 
crafts  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said  carriers  had 
been  named  originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective  date 
shall  be  October  16,  1921,  as  set  out  below,  instead  of  August  16, 
1921,  as  shown  in  Decision  No.  222,  and  hereby  issues  the  following 

ADDENDUM,  EFFECTIVE  OCTOBER  16,  1921. 

Add  to  the  list  of  carriers  named  as  parties  to  the  dispute  in 
Docket  475,  Decision  No.  222,  the  following  carriers: 

Alabama  & Vicksburg  Kailway  Co. 

Vicksburg,  Shreveport  & Pacific  Kailway  Co. 

Central  New  England  Kailway  Co. 

Chicago,  Kalamazoo  & Saginaw  Eailway  Co. 

Gulf  Coast  Lines. 

Houston  Belt  & Terminal  Kailway  Co. 
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Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System). 

Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana. 

Galveston,  Harrisburg  & San  Antonio  Railway  Co. 
Houston  & Shreveport  Railwoad  Co. 

Houston  & Texas  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Houston,  East  & West  Texas  Railway  Co. 

Iberia  & Vermilion  Railroad  Co. 

Louisiana  Western  Railroad  Co. 

Morgan’s  Louisiana  & Texas  Railroad  & Steamship  Co. 
Southern  Pacific  Terminal  Co. 

Texas  & New  Orleans  Railroad  Co. 

Wheeling  & Lake  Erie  Railway  Co. 

Lorain  & West  Virginia  Railway  Co. 


ADDENDUM  NO.  5 TO  DECISION  NO.  222.— DOCKET  475. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemlyer  14,  1921. 

Decision  No.  222  (Docket  475). — Chicago  & North 
Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.  v.  Railway  Employees’  De- 
partment, A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts). 

Entry. — Relating  to  the  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System  and  Its  Employees 

in  the  Shop  Crafts. 

The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Decision  No.  222  shall  apply  to 
the  carrier  hereinafter  named  and  to  its  emploj^ees  in  the  shop  crafts 
with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said  carrier  had  been  named 
originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective  date  shall  be 
November  16,  1921,  as  set  out  below,  instead  of  August  16,  1921, 
as  shown  in  Decision  No.  222,  and  hereby  issues  the  following 

ADDENDUM,  EFFECTIVE  NOVEMBER  16,  1921. 

Add  to  the  list  of  carriers  named  as  parties  to  the  dispute  in 
Docket  475,  Decision  No.  222,  the  following  carrier: 

El  Paso  & Southwestern  System. 


ADDENDUM  NO.  6 TO  DECISION  NO.  222.— DOCKET  475. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  29,  1921. 

Decision  No.  222  (Docket  475). — Chicago  & North 
Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.  v.  Railway  Employees’ 

• Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts). 

Entry. — Relating  to  the  Addition  of  Certain  Specified  Rules  and  General 

Instructions. 

Acting  under  authority  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  and  pur- 
suant to  Decision  No.  119,  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board 
hereby  promulgates  certain  specified  rules  and  instructions  which  it 
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has  determined  to  be  just  and  reasonable,  in  addition  to  those  issued 
in  Decision  No.  222  and  Addendum  No.  3 thereto,  and  decides  that 
these  rules  and  instructions  shall  apply  to  the  carriers  and  the  or- 
ganizations named  in  said  Decision  222,  and  those  thereafter  in- 
cluded by  addenda,  with  the  same  force  and  eifect  as  if  the  specified 
rules  and  instructions  had  been  contained  originally  in  said  Deci- 
sion 222,  except  that  the  effective  date  shall  be  December  1,  1921, 
as  set  out  below,  and  hereby  issues  the  following 

ADDENDUM,  EFFECTIVE  DECEMBER  1,  3 921. 

1.  Add  to  the  rules  promulgated  in  Decision  No.  222  and  Adden- 
dum No.  3 thereto  the  rules  contained  herein  which  are  identified  by 
the  absence  of  any  asterisk. 

2.  Add  to  Decision  No.  222  certain  regulations  governing  the  ap- 
plication of  this  decision  and  contained  herein  under  the  caption 
“ General  instructions.” 

Note. — For  the  purpose  of  ready  reference,  the  rules  previously  adopted  and 
promulgated  by  the  Labor  Board  are  hereby  reproduced  and  are  indicated  as 
f ollov/s  : 

A single  asterisk  is  used  to  designate  the  rules,  effective  August  16,  1921, 
which  were  approved  by  the  Labor  Board  and  promulgated  in  Decision 
No.  222. 

A double  asterisk  is  used  to  designate  the  rules,  effective  October  16,  1921, 
which  were  approved  by  the  Labor  Board  and  promulgated  in  Addendum  No. 
3 to  Decision  No.  222. 

GENERAL  RULES. 

**Dule  1.  Bouts  of  service. — Eight  hours  shall  constitute  a day’s 
work.  All  employees  coming  under  the  provisions  of  this  agreement 
except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  schedule  of  rules,  or  as  may 
hereafter  be  legally  established  between  the  carrier  and  the  em- 
ployees, shall  be  paid  on  the  hourly  basis. 

This  rule  is  intended  to  remove  the  inhibition  against  piecework 
contained  in  Eule  1 of  the  shop  crafts’  national  agreement  and  to  per- 
mit the  question  to  be  taken  up  for  negotiation  on  any  individual 
railroad  in  the  maimer  prescribed  by  the  Transportation  Act. 

**Rule  2.  There  may  be  one,  two,  or  three  shifts  employed.  The 
starting  time  of  any  shift  shall  be  arranged  by  mutual  understand- 
ing between  the  local  officers  and  the  employees’  committee  based  on 
actual  service  requirements. 

The  time  and  length  of  the  lunch  period  shall  be  subject  to  mutual 
agreement. 

**Eule  3.  Provided  for  in  rule  2. 

**Rule  4.  Provided  for  in  rule  2. 

**Rule  5.  Provided  for  in  rule  2. 

'^Eule  6.  Overtime — Emergency  service — Road  work. — All  over- 
time continuous  with  regular  bulletined  hours  will  be  paid  for  at 
the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  until  relieved,  except  as  may  be  pro- 
vided in  rules  hereinafter  set  out. 

Work  performed  on  Sundays  and  the  following  legal  holidays, 
namely.  New  Year’s  Day,  Washington’s  Birthday,  Decoration  Day, 
Fourth  of  July,  Labor  Day,  Thanksgiving  Day,  and  Christmas  (pro- 
vided when  any  of  the  aliove  holidays  fall  on  Sunday,  the  day 
observed  by  the  State,  Nation,  or  proclamation  shall  be  considered 
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the  holiday),  shall  be  paid  for  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half,  ex- 
cept that  employees  necessary  to  the  operation  of  power  houses, 
millwright  gangs,  heat-treating  plants,  train  yards,  running-repair 
and  inspection  forces,  who  are  regularly  assigned  by  bulletin  to 
work  on  Sundays  and  holidays,  will  be  compensated  on  the  same 
basis  as  on  week  days.  Sunday  and  holiday  work  will  be  required 
only  when  absolutely  essential  to  the  continuous  operation  of  the 
railroad. 

*Rule  7.  For  continuous  service  after  regular  working  hours,  em- 
ployees will  be  paid  time  and  one-half  on  the  actual  minute  basis 
with  a minimum  of  one  hour  for  any  such  service  performed. 

Employees  shall  not  be  required  to  work  more  than  two  hours 
without  being  permitted  to  go  to  meals.  Time  taken  for  meals  Avill 
not  terminate  the  continuous  service  period  and  will  be  naid  for  up 
to  thirty  (30)  minutes. 

Employees  called  or  required  to  report  for  work  and  reporting 
but  not  used  will  be  paid  a minimum  of  four  hours  at  straight-time 
rates. 

Employees  called  or  required  to  report  for  work  and  reporting 
will  be  allowed  a minimum  of  four  (4)  hours  for  two  (2)  hours  and 
forty  (40)  minutes  or  less,  and  will  be  required  to  do  only  such  work 
as  called  for  or  other  emergency  work  which  may  have  developed 
after  they  were  called  and  can  not  be  performed  by  the  regular  force 
in  time  to  avoid  delays  to  train  movement. 

Employees  will  be  allowed  time  and  one-half  on  minute  basis  for 
services  performed  continuously  in  advance  of  the  regular  working 
period  with  a minimum  of  one  hour — the  advance  period  to  be  not 
more  than  one  hour. 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  for  in  this  rule,  all  overtime  beyond 
16  hours’  service  in  any  24-hour  period,  computed  from  starting  time 
of  employee’s  regular  shift,  shall  be  paid  for  at  rate  of  double  time. 

**Eule  8.  Employees  regularly  assigned  to  work  on  Sundays  or 
holidays,  or  those  called  to  take  the  place  of  such  employees,  will  be 
allowed  to  complete  the  balance  of  the  day  unless  released  at  their 
own  request.  Those  who  are  called  will  be  advised  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible after  vacancies  become  known. 

*Rule  9.  Employees  required  to  work  during,  or  any  part  of,  the 
lunch  period  shall  receive  pay  for  the  length  of  the  lunch  period 
regularly  taken  at  point  employed  at  straight  time  and  will  be 
allowed  necessary  time  to  procure  lunch  (not  to  exceed  30  min- 
utes) without  loss  of  time. 

This  does  not  apply  where  employees  are  allowed  the  twenty  (20) 
minutes  for  lunch  without  deduction  therefor. 

*Rule  10.  An  employee  regularly  assigned  to  work  at  a shop,  en- 
gine house,  repair  track,  or  inspection  point,  when  called  for  emer- 
gency road  work  away  from  such  shop,  engine  house,  repair  track, 
or  inspection  point,  will  be  paid  from  the  time  ordered  to  leave 
home  station  until  his  return  for  all  time  worked  in  accordance  with 
the  practice  at  home  station  and  straight-time  rate  for  all  time  wait- 
ing or  traveling. 

If  during  the  time  on  the  road  a man  is  relieved  from  duty  and 
permitted  to  go  to  bed  for  five  (5)  or  more  hours,  such  relief  time  will 
not  be  paid  for,  provided  that  in  no  case  shall  he  be  paid  for  a total 
of  less  than  eight  (8)  hours  each  calendar  day,  when  such  irregular 
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service  prevents  the  employee  from  making  his  regular  daily  hours 
at  home  station.  Where  meals  and  lodgings  are  not  provided  by 
railroad,  actual  necessary  expenses  will  be  allowed. 

Employees  will  be  called  as  nearly  as  possible  one  liour  before 
leaving  time,  and  on  their  return  will  deliver  tools  at  point  desig- 
nated. 

If  required  to  leave  home  station  during  overtime  hours,  they  will 
be  allowed  one  hour  preparatory  time  at  straight-time  rate. 

Wrecking-service  employees  will  be  paid  under  this  rule,  except 
that  all  time  working,  waiting,  or  traveling  on  Sundays  and  holidays 
will  be  paid  for  at  rate  of  time  and  one-half,  and  all  time  working, 
waiting,  or  traveling  on  week  days  after  the  recognized  straight-time 
hours  at  home  station  will  also  be  paid  for  at  rate  of  time  and 
one-half. 

Kule  11.  Distribution  of  overtime. — When  it  becomes  necessary 
for  employees  to  work  overtime  they  shall  not  be  laid  off  during 
regular  working  hours  to  equalize  the  time. 

At  points  where  sufficient  number  of  employees  are  employed,  em- 
ployees shall  not  (except  as  provided  in  rule  6 of  Decision  222)  work 
two  consecutive  Sundays  (holidays  to  be  considered  as  Sundays).  . 

Record  will  be  kept  of  overtime  worked  and  men  called  with  the 
purpose  in  view  of  distributing  the  overtime  equally. 

'^Ruie  12.  Temporary  vacancies. — Employees  sent  out  to  tempo- 
rarily fill  vacancies  at  an  outlying  point  or  shop,  or  sent  out  on  a 
temporary  transfer  to  an  outlying  point  or  shop,  will  be  paid  con- 
tinuous time  from  time  ordered  to  leave  home  point  to  time  of  re- 
porting at  point  to  which  sent,  straight-time  rates  to  be  paid  for 
straight-time  hours  at  home  station  and  for  all  other  time,  whether 
waiting  or  traveling.  If  on  arrival  at  the  outlying  point  there  is  an 
opportunity  to  go  to  bed  for  five  (5)  hours  or  more  before  starting 
work,  time  will  not  be  allowed  for  such  hours. 

While  at  such  outside  point  they  will  be  paid  straight  time  and 
overtime  in  accordance  with  the  bulletin  hours  at  that  point,  and 
will  be  guaranteed  not  less  than  eight  (8)  hours  for  each  day. 

Where  meals  and  lodging  are  not  provided  by  the  company,  actual 
necessary  expenses  will  be  allowed. 

On  the  return  trip  to  the  home  point,  straight  time  for  waiting  or 
traveling  will  be  allowed  up  to  the  time  of  arrival  at  the  home  point. 

Rule  13.  Overtime  changing  shifts. — Employees  changed  from  one 
shift  to  another  will  be  paid  overtime  rates  for  the  first  shift  of  each 
change.  Employees  working  two  shifts  or  more  on  a new  shift  shall 
be  considered  transferred.  This  will  not  apply  when  shifts  are  ex- 
changed at  the  request  of  the  employees  involved. 

* Rule  14.  Overtime  regular  assigned  road  work. — Employees  regu- 
larly assigned  to  road  work  whose  tour  of  duty  is  regular  and  who 
leave  and  return  to  home  station  daily  (a  boarding  car  to  be  consid- 
ered a home  station)  shall  be  paid  continuous  time  from  the  time  of 
leaving  the  home  station  to  the  time  they  return  whether  working, 
waiting  or  traveling,  exclusive  of  the  meal  period,  as  follows : 

Straight  time  for  all  hours  traveling  and  waiting,  straight  time  for 
work  performed  during  regular  hours,  and  overtime  rates  for  work 
performed  during  overtime  hours.  If  relieved  from  duty  and  per- 
mitted to  go  to  bed  for  five  (5)  hours  or  more,  they  will  not  be  allowed 
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pay  for  such  hours.  "VMiere  meals  and  lodging  are  not  provided  by^ 
the  company  when  away  from  home  station,  actual  expenses  will  be 
allowed. 

The  starting  time  to  be  not  earlier  than  6 a.  m.  nor  later  than  8 a.  m.’ 

Where  two  or  more  shifts  are  worked,  the  starting  time  will  be  reoii- 
lated  accordingly. 

Where  employees  are  required  to  use  boarding  cars,  the  railroad 
will  furnish  sanitary  cars  and  equip  them  for  cooking,  heating,  and 
lodging ; the  present  practice  of  furnishing  cooks  and  equipment,  and 
maintaining  and  operating  the  cars,  shall  be  continued. 

Exception : In  case  where  the  schedule  of  trains  interferes  with  the’ 
starting  time  an  agreement  may  be  entered  into  by  the  superintendent* 
of  the  department  affected  and  the  general  chairman  of  the  crafty 
affected. 

*Rule  15.  Employees  regularly  assi^ed  to  perform  road  work  and 
paid  on  a monthly  basis  shall  be  paid  not  less  than  the  minimum' 
hourly  rate  established  for  the  corresponding  class  of  employees  com- 
ing under  the  provisions  of  this  schedule  on  the  basis  of  365  eight- 
hour  days  per  calendar  year.  The  monthly  salary  is  arrived  at  by 
dividing  the  total  earnings  of  2,920  hours  by  12;  no  overtime  is 
allowed  for  time  worked  in  excess  of  eight  (8)  hours  per  day;  on  the 
other  hand,  no  time  is  to  be  deducted  unless  the  employee  lays  off  of 
his  own  accord. 

The  regularly  assigned  road  men  under  the  provisions  of  this  rule 
may  be  used,  when  at  home  point,  to  perform  shop  work  in  connection 
with  the  work  of  their  regular  assignments. 

Where  meals  and  lodging  are  not  furnished  by  the  railroad,  or 
when  the  semdce  requirements  make  the  purchase  of  meals  and  lodg- 
ing necessary  while  away  from  home  point,  employees  will  be  paid 
necessary  expenses. 

If  it  is  found  that  this  rule  does  not  produce  adequate  compensation 
for  certain  of  these  positions  by  reason  of  the  occupants  thereof  being 
required  to  work  excessive  hours,  the  salary  for  these  positions  may  be 
taken  up  for  adjustment. 

Rule  16.  Filling  va-ccmcies. — When  an  employee  is  required  to  fill 
the  place  of  another  employee  receiving  a higher  rate  of  pay,  he  shall 
receive  the  higher  rate;  but,  if  required  to  fill  temporarily^  the  place  of 
another  employee  receiving  a lower  rate,  his  rate  will  not  be  changed. 

Rule  17.  Employees  serving  on  night  shifts  desiring  dayivork 
shall  have  preference  when  vacancies  occur,  according  to  their 
seniority. 

**  Rule  18.  When  new  jobs  are  created  or  vacancies  occur  in  the 
respective  crafts,  the  oldest  employees  in  point  of  service  shall,  if 
sufficient  ability  is  shown  by  trial,  be  given  preference  in  filling  such 
new  jobs  or  any  vacancies  that  may  be  desirable  to  them.  Ail 
vacancies  or  new  jobs  created  will  be  bulletined. 

Bulletins  must  be  posted  five  days  before  vacancies  are  filled  per- 
manently. Employees  desiring  to  avail  themselves  of  this  rule  will 
make  application  to  the  official  in  charge  and  a copy  of  the  applica- 
tion will  be  given  to  the  local  chairman. 

An  employee  exercising  his  seniority  rights  under  this  rule  will 
do  so  without  expense  to  the  carrier;  he  will  lose  his  right  to  the 
job  he  left ; and  if  after  a fair  trial  he  fails  to  qualify  for  the  new 
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position,  he  will  have  to  take  whatever  position  may  be  open  in  his  ] 
craft. 

Kule  19.  Mechanics  in  service  will  be  considered  for  promotion  to 
positions  of  foremen. 

When  vacancies  occur  in  positions  of  gang  foremen,  men  from  the 
respective  crafts  will  have  preference  in  promotion. 

Kule  20.  Employees  transferred  from  one  point  to  another,  with 
a view  to  accepting  a permanent  transfer,  will,  after  30  days,  lose 
their  seniority  at  the  point  they  left,  and  their  seniority  at  the 
point  to  which  transferred  will  begin  on  date  of  transfer,  seniority 
to  govern.  Employees  will  not  be  compelled  to  accept  a permanent 
transfer  to  another  point. 

Kule  21.  Wlien  the  requirements  of  the  service  will  permit,  em- 
ployees, on  request,  will  be  granted  leave  of  absence  for  a limited 
time  wdth  privilege  of  renewal.  An  employee  absent  on  leave  who 
engages  in  other  employment  will  lose  his  seniority,  unless  special 
provisions  shall  have  been  made  therefor  by  the  proper  official  and 
committee  representing  his  craft. 

The  arbitrary  refusal  of  a reasonable  amount  of  leave  to  employees 
when  they  can  be  spared,  or  failure  to  handle  promptly  cases  in- 
volving sickness  or  business  matters  of  serious  importance  to  the  em- 
ployee, is  an  improper  practice  and  may  be  handled  as  unjust  treat- 
ment under  this  agreement. 

Kule  22.  In  case  an  employee  is  unavoidably  kept  from  w’ork  he 
will  not  be  discriminated  against.  An  employee  detained  from  work 
on  account  of  sickness  or  for  any  other  good  cause  shall  notify  his 
foreman  as  early  as  possible. 

Rule  23.  Faithful  Employees  who  have  given  long  and 

faithful  service  in  the  employ  of  the  company  and  whO'  have  become 
unable  to  handle  heavy  work  to  advantage,  will  be  given  preference 
of  such  light  work  in  their  line  as  they  are  able  to  handle. 

Rule  25.  Paying  off.- — Employees  will  be  paid  off  during  their 
regular  working  hours,  semimonthly,  except  where  existing  State 
laws  provide  a more  desirable  paying-off  condition. 

Should  the  regular  pay  day  fall  on  a holiday  or  days  when  the 
shops  are  closed  down,  men  will  be  paid  on  the  preceding  day. 

Where  there  is  a shortage  equal  to  one  day’s  jiay  or  more  in  the 
pay  of  an  employee,  a voucher  will  be  issued  to  cover  the  shortage. 

Employees  leaving  the  service  of  the  company  will  be  furnished 
with  a time  voucher  covering  all  time  due  within  twenty-four  (24) 
hours  where  time  vouchers  are  issued  and  within  sixty  (60)  hours 
at  other  points,  or  earlier  when  possible  (Sundays  and  holidays 
excepted). 

Rule  26.  During  inclement  weather  provision  will  be  made  where 
buildings  are  available  to  pay  employees  under  shelter. 

Rule  27.  Reduction  of  forces. — When  it  becomes  necessary  to  re- 
duce expenses,  the  hours  may  be  reduced  to  forty  (40)  per  'week 
before  reducing  the  force.  When  the  force  is  reduced,  seniority  as 
per  rule  31  will  govern,  the  men  affected  to  take  the  rate  of  the  job 
to  which  they  are  assigned. 

Forty-eight  (48)  hours’  notice  will  be  given  before  hours  are  re- 
duced. If  the  force  is  to  be  reduced,  four  days’  notice  will  be  given 
the  men  affected  before  reduction  is  made,  and  lists  will  be  furnished 
the  local  committee. 
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In  the  restoration  of  forces,  senior  laicl-off  men  will  be  given  prefer- 
ence in  returning  to  service,  if  available  within  a reasonable  time, 
and  shall  be  returned  to  their  former  positions  if  possible,  regular 
hours  to  be  reestablished  prior  to  any  additional  increase  in  force. 

The  local  committee  will  be  furnished  a list  of  men  to  be  restored 
to  service.  In  the  reduction  of  the  force  the  ratio  of  apprentices 
shall  be  maintained. 

Eule  28.  Employees  laid  off  on  account  of  reduction  in  force,  who 
desire  to  seek  employment  elsewhere,  will,  upon  application,  be  fur- 
nished with  a pass  to  any  point  desired  on  the  same  railroad. 

Rule  29.  When  reducing  forces,  if  men  are  needed  at  any  other 
point,  they  will  be  given  preference  to  transfer  to  nearest  point,  with 
privilege  "of  returning  to  home  station  when  force  is  increased,  such 
transfer  to  be  made  without  expense  to  tlie  company.  Seniority  to 
govern  all  cases. 

Rule  30.  Emplo3"ees  required  to  work  when  shops  are  closed  dovm, 
due  to  breakdown  in  machinery,  floods,  fires,  and  the  like,  will  receive 
straight  time  for  regular  hours,  and  overtime  for  overtime  hours. 

’^^Rule  31.  Seniority. — Seniority  of  employees  in  each  craft  cov- 
ered by  this  agreem.ent  shall  be  confined  to  the  point  employed  in  each 
of  the  following  departments,  except  as  provided  in  special  rules  of 
each  craft : Maintenance  of  way  (bridge  and  building  where  separate 
from  maintenance  of  way  department)  ; maintenance  of  equipment; 
maintenance  of  telegraph ; maintenance  of  signals. 

Four  subdivisions  of  the  carmen  as  follows:  Pattern  makers:  up- 
holsterers ; painters ; other  carmen. 

The  seniority  lists  will  be  open  to  inspection  and  copy  furnished 
the  committee. 

Rule  32,  Assignment  of  work. — Xone  but  mechanics  or  apprentices 
regularly  employed  as  such  shall  do  mechanics’  work  as  per  special 
rules  of  each  craft,  except  foremen  at  points  where  no  mechanics 
are  employed. 

This  rule  does  not  prohibit  foremen  in  the  exercise  of  their  duties  to 
perform  work. 

At  outlying  points  (to  be  mutually  agreed  upon)  where  there  is  not 
sufficient  v>mrk  to  justify  employing  a mechanic  of  each  craft,  the 
mechanic  or  mechanics  employed  at  such  points  will,  so  far  as  capable, 
perform  the  work  of  any  craft  that  may  be  necessary. 

Rule  33.  In  compliance  with  the  special  rules  included  in  this  agree- 
ment, none  but  mechanics  and  their  apprentices  in  their  respective 
crafts  shall  operate  oxyacetylene,  thermit,  or  electric  welders.  Where 
oxyacetylene  or  other  welding  processes  are  used,  each  craft  shall 
perform  the  work  which  was  generally  recognized  as  work  belonging 
to  that  craft  prior  to  the  introduction  of  such  processes,  except  the 
use  of  the  cutting  torch  when  engaged  in  wrecking  service  or  in  cut- 
ting up  scrap. 

When  performing  the  above  work  for  four  (4)  hours  or  less  in  any 
one  day,  employees  will  be  paid  the  welders’  rate  of  pay  on  the  hourly 
basis  with  a minimum  of  one  (1)  hour:  for  more  than  four  (4)  hours 
in  any  one  day,  welders’  rate  of  pay  will  apply  for  that  day. 

Rule  34.  Foreman-ship^  filling  temporarily . — Should  an  employee 
be  assigned  temporarily  to  fill  the  place  of  a foreman,  he  will  be  paid 
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his  own  rate — straight  time  for  straight-time  hours  and  overtime 

rate  for  overtime  hours — if  greater  than  the  foreman’s  rate;  if  it  is 
not,  he  will  get  the  foreman’s  rate.  Said  positions  shall  be  filled  only 
by  mechanics  of  the  respective  craft  in  their  departments. 

Eule35.  Grievances. — Should  any  employee  subject  to  this  agree- 
ment believe  he  has  been  unjustly  dealt  with,  the  case  shall  be  taken 
to  the  foreman,  general  foreman,  master  mechanic,  or  shop  superin- 
tendent, each  in  their  respective  order-  by  the  duly  authorized  local 
committee  or  their  representative.  Nothing  herein  contained  shall 
infringe  upon  the  right  of  employees  not  members  of  the  organization 
representing  the  majority  to  present  grievances  in  person  or  by  rep- 
resentatives of  their  own  choice. 

If  stenographic  report  of  the  investigation  is  taken,  the  aggrieved 
employee  or  his  representative  shall  be  furnished  a copy. 

If  the  result  still  be  unsatisfactory,  the  right  of  appeal  shall 
be  granted;  the  appeal  to  be  made,  preferably  in  writing,  to  the 
higher  officials  designated  to  handle  such  matters  in  thgir  respective 
order,  and  conferences  will  be  granted  within  10  days  of  application. 

All  conferences  between  local  officials  and  local  committees  to  be 
held  during  regular  working  hours  without  loss  of  time  to  commit- 
teemen or  other  employee  representation. 

Eule  36.  Should  the  highest  designated  railroad  official,  or  his  duly 
authorized  representative,  and  the  aggrieved  employee,  or  his  repre- 
sentative, as  provided  in  first  paragraph  of  rule  35,  fail  to  agree,  the 
case  shall  then  be  handled  in  accordance  with  the  Transportation  Act, 
1920. 

Prior  to  the  assertion  of  grievances  as  herein  provided,  and  while 
questions  of  grievances  are  pending,  there  will  neither  be  a shutdown 
by  the  employer  nor  a suspension  of  work  by  the  employees. 

Eule  37.  No  employee  shall  be  disciplined  without  a fair  hearing  by 
a designated  officer  of  the  carrier.  Suspension  in  proper  cases  pend- 
ing a hearing,  which  shall  be  prompt,  shall  not  be  deemed  a violation 
of  this  rule.  At  a reasonable  time  prior  to  the  hearing  such  employee 
will  be  apprised  of  the  precise  charge  against  him.  • The  employee 
shall  have  reasonable  opportunity  to  secure  the  presence  of  necessary 
witnesses  and  shall  have  the  right  to  be  there  represented  by  counsel 
of  his  choosing.  If  it  is  found  that  an  employee  has  been  unjustly 
suspended  or  dismissed  from  the  service,  such  employee  shall  be  re- 
instated with  his  seniority  rights  unimpaired,  and  compensated  for 
the  wage  loss,  if  any,  resulting  from  said  suspension  or  dismissal. 

Eule  38.  Included  in  rule  37. 

Eule  39.  C ommittees. — The  company  will  not  discriminate  against 
any  committeemen  who  from  time  to  time  represent  other  employees, 
and  will  grant  them  leave  of  absence  and  free  transportation  when 
delegated  to  represent  other  employees. 

Eule  40.  Apprentices. — There  will  be  three  recognized  classes  of 
apprentices,  namely,  regular,  helper,  and  special. 

All  apprentices  must  be  able  to  speak,  read,  and  write  the  English 
language  and  understand  at  least  the  first  four  rules  of  arithmetic. 

Applicants  for  regular  apprenticeship  shall  be  between  16  and  21 
years  of  age,  and,  if  accepted,  shall  serve  four  years  of  290  days  each 
calendar  year.  If  retained  in  the  service  at  the  expiration  of  their 
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apprenticeship,  they  shall  be  paid  not  less  than  the  minimum  rate 
established  for  journeymen  mechanics  of  their  respective  crafts. 

In  selecting  helper  apprentices,  ability  and  seniority  will  govern, 
and  all  selections  will  be  made  in  conjunction  with  the  respective 
craft  shop  committees. 

Note. — See  six'cial  rules  of  each  craft  for  additional  apprentice  rules. 

Eule  40 J.  Special  apprentices  shall  be  selected  from  young  men 
between  the  ages  of  18  and  26  years  who  have  had  a technical  school 
education,  and  shall  serve  three  j^ears  of  290  days  each  calendar  year. 

Special  apprentices  shall  receive  training  in  the  various  depart- 
ments in  the  different  classes  of  work  of  the  different  crafts  in  the 
maintenance  of  equipment  departments,  and  may  be  moved  from 
place  to  place  or  on  any  class  of  work,  at  the  discretion  of  the  man- 
agement. 

In  computing  the  ratio  of  apprentices  to  mechanics,  special  appren- 
tices will  be  included,  the  number  of  same  not  to  exceed  5 per  cent  of 
the  total. 

If  retained  in  the  service  at  the  completion  of  the  three-year  course, 
the  apprentice  may  choose  the  craft  he  desires  employment  in  and 
shall  receive  a special  rate  for  the  period  of  one  year,  at  the  expira- 
tion of  which  time  he  shall  be  classified  and  receive  the  minimum 
rate  of  the  craft  employed  in. 

The  rate  of  pay  for  special  apprentices  for  the  first  three  years 
shall  be  not  less  than  that  of  helper  apprentices. 

Eule  41.  All  apprentices  must  be  indentured  and  shall  be  fur- 
nished with  a duplicate  of  indenture  by  the  company,  who  will  also 
furnish  every  opportunity  possible  for  the  apprentice  to  secure  a 
complete  knowledge  of  the  trade. 

No  apprentice  will  be  started  at  points  where  there  are  not  ade- 
quate facilities  for  learning  the  trade. 

Eule  40  shall  govern  in  the  employment  of  apprentices. 

Form  of  Indenture. 

This  will  certify  that was  employed 

as apprentice  hy  the 

railroad  at on 19 , 

to  serve  four  years,  a minimum  of  290  days  each. 


(Title  of  officer  in  charge.) 
SERVICE  PERFORMED  DURING  APPRENTICESHIP. 


This  will  certify  that  on 19 , 

completed  the  course  of  apprenticeship 

specified  above  and  is  entitled,  if  employed  by  the 

railroad,  to  the  rates  of  pay  and  conditions  of  service  of 


(Title  of  officer  in  charge.) 

Note. — The  above  form  is  to  be  used  both  for  regular  and  helper  appren- 
tices. (Helper  apprentices  to  serve  three  years.) 

Eule  42.  The  ratio  of  apprentices  in  their  respective  crafts  shall 
not  be  more  than  one  to  every  five  mechanics. 

Two  apprentices  will  not  be  worked  together  as  partners. 
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The  distribution  of  apprentices  among  shops  where  general  repairs 
are  made  on  the  division  shall  be  as  nearly  as  possible  in  proportion 
to  the  mechanics  in  the  respective  trades  employed  therein. 

In  computing  the  num.ber  of  apprentices  that  may  be  employed  in 
a trade  on  a division,  the  total  number  of  mechanics  of  that"  trade 
employed  on  the  division  will  be  considered. 

If  within  six  months  an  apprentice  shows  no  aptitude  to  learn  the 
trade,  he  will  not  be  retained  as  an  apprentice. 

An  apprentice  shall  not  be  dismissed  or  leave  the  service  of  his  own 
accord,  except  for  just  and  sufficient  cause,  before  completing  his 
apprenticeship. 

Apprentices  shall  not  be  assigned  to  work  on  night  shifts.  An 
apprentice  shall  not  be  allowed  to  work  overtime  during  the  first 
three  years  of  his  apprenticeship. 

If  an  apprentice  is  retained  in  the  service  upon  completing  the 
apprenticeship,  his  seniority  rights  as  a mechanic  will  date  from  the 
time  of  completion  of  apprenticeship. 

Preference  will  be  given  to  sons  of  employees  in  the  selection  of 
apprentices  to  the  extent  of  at  least  80  per  cent  of  the  number  em- 
ployed. 

Pule  43.  Rates  of  The  minimum  rates  of  pay  are  the  fates 

established  by  the  Labor  Board’s  Decision  No.  147  and  Addenda 
thereto  and  therefore  do  not  apply  to  the  carrier  named  in  Decision 
No.  290  or  any  other  carrier  where  wage  adjustments  have  been  made 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920, 
and  the  decisions  of  the  Labor  Board ; these  rates  shall  be  incorporated 
in  and  become  a part  of  this  agreement  or  schedule,  and  shall  remain 
in  effect  until  or  unless  changed  in  the  manner  provided  by  the 
Transportation  Act,  1920. 

Buie  44.  Included  in  rule  43. 

Rule  45.  Included  in  rule  43. 

**Rule  46.  Applicants  for  employment. — Applicants  for  employ- 
ment may  be  required  to  take  physical  examination  at  the  expense 
of  the  carrier  to  determine  the  fitness  of  the  applicant  to  reasonably 
perform  the  service  required  in  his  craft  or  class.  They  will  also 
be  required  to  make  a statement  showing  address  of  relatives,  neces- 
sary four  3^ears’  experience,  and  name  and  local  address  of  last 
employer. 

Rule  47.  Conditions  of  shops. — Good  drinking  water  and  ice  will 
be  furnished.  Sanitary  drinking  fountains  will  be  provided  where 
necessary.  Pits  and  floors,  lockers,  toilets,  and  wash  rooms  will  be 
kept  in  good  repair  and  in  a clean,  dry,  and  sanitary  condition. 

Shops,  locker  rooms,  and  wash  rooms  will  be  lighted  and  heated 
in  the  best  manner  possible  consistent  with  the  source  of  heat  and 
light  available  at  the  point  in  question. 

**Rule  48.  Personal  injy/ries. — Employees  injured  while  at  work  will 
not  be  required  to  make  accident  reports  before  they  are  given  medi- 
cal attention,  but  will  make  them  as  soon  as  practicable  thereafter. 
Proper  medical  attention  will  be  given  at  the  earliest  possible  mo- 
ment and,  when  able,  employees  shall  be  permitted  to  return  to  work 
without  signing  a release  pending  final  settlement  of  the  case. 

At  the  option  of  the  injured  party,  personal  injury  settlements 
may  be  handled  by  the  duly  authorized  representatives  of  the  em- 
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ployee  with  the  duly  autnorized  representative  of  the  carrier. 
Where  death  or  permanent  disability  results  from  injury,  the  law- 
ful heirs  of  the  deceased  may  have  the  case  handled  as  herein  pro- 
vided. 

Kule  49.  Notices, — A place  will  be  provided  inside  all  shops  and 
roundhouses  where  proper  notices  of  interest'  to  employees  may  be 
posted. 

**Kule  50.  Shop  trains. — Existing  conditions  in  regard  to  shop 
trains  will  be  continued  unless  changed  by  mutual  agreement,  or 
unless,  after  disagreement  between  the  carrier  and  employees,  the 
dispute  is  properly  brought  before  the  Labor  Board  and  the  Board 
finds  the  continuance  of  existing  conditions  unjust  and  unreason- 
able, and  orders  same  discontinued  or  modified. 

The  company  will  endeavor  to  keep  shop  trains  on  schedule  time, 
properly  heated  and  lighted,  and  in  a safe,  clean,  and  sanitaiy  condi- 
tion. This  not  to  apply  to  temporary  service  provided  in  case  of 
emergenc}^ 

Buie  51.  Free  transportoMon. — Employees  covered  by  this  agree- 
ment and  those  dependent  upon  them  for  support  will  be  given  the 
same  consideration  in  granting  free  transportation  as  is  granted 
other  employees  in  service. 

General  committees  representing  employees  covered  by  this  agree- 
ment to  be  granted  the  same  consideration  as  is  granted  general 
committees  representing  employees  in  other  branches  of  the  service. 

Buie  52.  Protection  of  employees. — Employees  will  not  be  re- 
quired to  work  on  engines  or  cars  outside  of  shops  during  inclement 
weather,  if  shop  room  and  pits  are  available.  This  does  not  apply 
to  work  in  engine  cabs  or  emergency  work  on  engines  or  cars  set 
out  for  or  attached  to  trains. 

Blien  it  is  necessary  to  make  repairs  to  engines,  boilers,  tanks, 
and  tank  cars,  such  parts  shall  be  cleaned  before  mechanics  are  re- 
quired to  vrork  on  same.  This  will  also  apply  to  cars  undergoing 
general  repairs. 

Employees  will  not  be  assigned  to  jobs  where  they  will  be  ex- 
posed to  sand  blast  and  paint  blowers  while  in  operation. 

All  acetylene  or  electric  welding  or  cutting  will  be  protected  by 
a suitable  screen  when  its  use  is  required. 

Buie  53.  Emery  loheels  ami  grindstones. — Emery  wheels  and 
grindstones  will  be  installed  at  convenient  places  in  the  shop  and 
will  be  kept  true  and  in  order. 

Buie  54.  Help  to  he  fwmished. — When  experienced  helpers  are 
available,  they  will  be  employed  in  preference  to  inexperienced  men. 

Laborers  when  used  as  helpers  will  be  paid  the  helpers’  rate. 

**Bule  55.  Miscellaneous. — Work  of  scrapping  engines,  boilers, 
tanks,  and  cars  or  other  machinery  will  be  done  by  crews  under 
the  direction  of  a mechanic. 

Buie  56.  No  employee  will  be  required  to  work  under  a locomo- 
tive or  car  without  being  protected  by  proper  signals.  Where  the 
nature  of  the  work  to  be  done  requires  it,  locomotives  or  passenger 
cars  will  be  placed  over  a pit,  if  available. 

Buie  57.  In  shops  and  roundhouses  not  now  equipped  with  con- 
nections for  taking  the  steam  from  engines,  arrangements  will  be 
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made  to  equip  them  so  that  steam  from  locomotives  will  not  l)e  blown 
oif  inside  the  house. 

Eule  58.  All  engines  will  be  placed  under  smokejacks  in  round- 
houses, where  practicable,  when  being  fired  up. 

Eule  59.  At  shops  and  roundhouses  equipped  with  electricity,  elec- 
tric-light globes  and  extensions  will  be  kept  in  tool  rooms  available 
for  use. 

**Eule  60.  At  the  close  of  each  week  one  minute  for  each  hour 
actually  worked  during  the  week  will  be'  allowed  employees  for 
checking  in  and  out  and  making  out  service  cards  on  their  own  time. 

machinists’  special  rules. 

**^Eule  61.  Qualif cations. — Any  man  who  has  served  an  ajD- 
prenticeship  or  has  had  four  years’  experience  at  the  machinists’ 
trade  and  who,  by  his  skill  and  experience,  is  qualified  and  capable 
of  laying  out  and  fitting  together  the  metal  parts  of  any  machine 
or  locomotive,  with  or  without  drawings,  and  competent  to  do  either 
sizing,  shaping,  turning,  boring,  planing,  grinding,  finishing,  or  ad- 
justing the  metal  parts  of  any  machine  or  locomotive  whatsoever 
shall  consitute  a machinist. 

Eule  62.  Classiftcation  of  work. — Machinists’  work  shall  consist 
of  laying  out,  fitting,  adjusting,  shaping,  boring,  slotting,  milling 
and  grinding  of  metals  used  in  building,  assembling,  maintaining, 
dismantling  and  installing  locomotives  and  engines  (operated  by 
steam  or  other  power),  pumps,  cranes,  hoists,  elevators,  pneumatic 
and  hydraulic  tools  and  machinery,  scale  building,  shafting,  and 
other  shop  machinery,  ratchet  and  other  skilled  drilling  and  ream- 
ing; tool  and  die  making,  tool  grinding  and  machine  grinding,  axle 
truing,  axle,  wheel,  and  tire  turning  and  boring;  engine  inspecting; 
air  equipment,  lubricator  and  injector  work;  removing,  replacing, 
grinding,  bolting,  and  breaking  of  all  joints  on  superheaters;  oxy- 
acetylene,  thermit,  and  electric  welding  on  work  generally  recognized 
as  machinists’  work ; the  operation  of  all  machines  used  in  such  work, 
including  drill  presses  and  bolt  threaders  using  a facing,  boring,  or 
turning  head  or  milling  apparatus;  and  all  other  work  generally 
recognized  as  machinists’  work.  On  running  repairs,  machinists 
may  connect  or  disconnect  any  wiring,  coupling  or  pipe  connections 
necessary  to  make  or  repair  machinery  or  equipment. 

This  rule  shall  not  be  construed  to  prevent  engineers,  firemen,  and 
cranemen  of  steam  shovels,  ditches,  clamshells,  wrecking  outfits,  pile- 
drivers  and  other  similar  equipment  requiring  repairs  on  line  of  road 
from  making  any  repairs  to  such  equipment  as  they  are  qualified  to 
perform. 

Eule  63.  M achinists'’  apprentices. — Include  regular  and  helper 
apprentices  in  connection  with  the  work  defined  by  rule  62. 

Eule  64.  Machinist  helpers. — Helpers’  work  shall  consist  of  help- 
ing machinists  and  apprentices,  operating  drill  presses  (plain  drill- 
ing) and  bolt  threaders  not  using  facing,  boring,  or  turning  head  or 
milling  apparatus,  wheel  presses  (on  car,  engine  truck,  and  tender 
truck  wheels),  nut  tappers  and  facers,  bolt  pointing  and  centering 
machines,  car  brass  boring  machines,  twist  drill  grinders ; cranemen 
helpers  on  locomotive  and  car  work ; attending  tool  room,  machinery 
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oiling,  locomotive  oiling,  box  packing,  applying  and  removing  trailer 
and  engine- truck  brasses,  assisting  in  dismantling  locomotives  and 
engines,  applying  all  couplings  between  engine  and  tender;  locomo- 
tive tender  and  draft-rigging  work  except  when  performed  by  car- 
men, and  all  other  work  generally  recognized  as  helpers’  Avork. 

**Eule  65.  Assignment  to  running  repairs. — Machinists  assigned  to 
running  repairs  shall  not  be  required  to  work  on  dead  work  at  points 
where  dead- work  forces  are  maintained  except  when  there  is  not 
sufficient  running  repairs  to  keep  them  busy. 

*"^Kule  66.  Dead  work. — Dead  work  means  all  Avork  on  an  engine 
which  can  not  be  handled  AAUthin  twenty- four  (24)  hours  by  the  reg- 
ularly assigned  running-repair  forces  maintained  at  point  Avhere  the 
question  arises. 

**Kule  67.  Dead-%corh  and  running -rep air  forces. — Dead- work 
forces  will  not  be  assigned  to  perform  running-repair  work,  except 
when  the  regularly  assigned  running-repair  forces  are  unable  to  get 
engines  out  in  time  to  preA^ent  delay  to  train  moA^ement. 

**Rule  68.  IV crrk  at  wrecks. — In  case  of  wrecks  Avhere  engines  are 
disabled,  machinist  and  helper,  if  necessary,  shall  accompany  the 
wrecker.  They  will  work  under  the  direction  of  the  Avreck  foreman. 

Kule  69.  Apprentices.^  classification  of  work. — Apprentices  shall  be 
instructed  in  all  branches  of  the  machinsts’  trade.  They  Avill  seiwe 
three  years  on  machines  and  special  jobs.  Apprentices  vdll  not  be 
required  to  work  more  than  four  months  on  any  one  machine  or 
special  job.  During  the  last  year  of  their  apprenticeship  they  will 
work  on  the  floor.  Apprentices  shall  not  work  on  oxyacetylene,  ther- 
mit, electric,  or  other  welding  processes  until  they  are  in  their  last 
year. 

Kule  TO.  Uelper  apprentices. — Helpers  who  haA^e  had  not  less  than 
two  consecutiA^e  years’  experience  as  machinist  helpers  at  the  point 
where  employed,  at  the  time  application  for  apprenticeship  is  made, 
may  become  helper  apprentices.  When  assigned  as  helper  apprentices 
they  must  not  be  oA^er  25  years  of  age. 

Rule  71.  Helper  apprentices  shall  serA^e  three  years,  a minimum  of 
290  days  each  calendar  year,  and  shall  be  governed  b}^  the  same  laws 
and  rules  as  gOA^ern  regular  apprentices. 

Rule  72.  The  number  of  helper  apprentices  must  not  at  any  time 
exceed  50  per  cent  of  the  combined  nimiber  of  regular  and  helper 
apprentices  assigned. 

Rule  73.  Helper  apprentices  shall  receiA'e  the  minimum  helper  rate 
for  the  first  six  months,  with  an  increase  of  two  cents  (2c)  per  hour 
for  every  six  months  thereafter  until  they  haA^e  serA^ed  three  years 

Rule  74.  Helpers,  when  used  in  any  way  in  connection  with  ma- 
chinists’ work,  shall  in  all  cases  work  under  the  orders  of  the  ma- 
chinist, both  under  the  direction  of  the  foreman. 

Rule  75.  When  A^acancies  occur  under  classification  of  machinist 
helper  (temporarily  or  permanent),  machinist  helpers  in  the  serAuce 
will  be  given  preference  in  promotion  to  position  paying  either  same 
or  higher  rate  at  station  emplo3^ed,  seniority  to  govern. 

Rule  76.  Eliminated. 

**Rule  77.  Differentials  for  machinists. — At  points  where  there  are 
ordinarilj^  fifteen  or  more  engines  tested  and  inspected  each  month, 
and  machinists  are  required  to  swear  to  Federal  reports  covering  such 
inspection,  a machinist  will  be  assigned  to  handle  this  work  in  con- 
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nection  with  other  machinists’  Avork  and  will  be  allowed  fiA^e  cents 
(5c)  per  hour  aboA^e  the  machinists’  minimum  rate  at  the  point  em- 
ployed. 

At  points  or  on  shifts  where  no  inspector  is  assigned  and  machinists 
are  required  to  inspect  engines  and  SAvear  to  Federal  reports,  they  aauU 
be  paid  five  cents  (5c)  per  hour  aboA’-e  the  machinists’  minimum  rate 
at  the  point  employed  for  the  days  on  Avhich  such  inspections  are  made. 

Autogenous  Avelders  shall  receive  fiA^e  cents  (5c)  per  hour  aboA^e  the 
minimum  rate  paid  mechanics  at  the  point  emplo^^ed. 

boilermakers’  SPECilAL  RULES. 

**Eule  78.  Qualifications. — Any  man  who  has  served  an  appren- 
ticeship or  has  had  four  (4)  years’  experience  at  the  trade  who  can 
Avith  the  aid  of  tools,  with  or  Avithout  draAvings,  and  is  competent 
to  either  lay  out,  build  or  repair  boilers,  tanks,  and  details  thereof, 
and  complete  same  in  a mechanical  manner,  shall  constitute  a boiler- 
maker. 

Eule  79.  Classification  of  -Boilermakers’  Avork  shall  consist 

of  laying  out,  cutting  apart,  building,  or  repairing  boilers,  tanks,  and 
drums;  inspecting,  patching,  riveting,  chipping,  calking,  flanging, 
and  flueAvork ; building,  repairing,  removing  and  applying  steel  cabs 
and  running  boards;  laying  out  and  fitting  up  any  sheet-iron  or 
sheet-steel  Avork  made  of  IG-gauge  or  heavier  (present  practice  be- 
tAveen  boilermakers  and  sheet-metal  workers  to  continue  relatiA^e  to 
gauge  of  iron),  including  fronts  and  doors;  ash  pans,  front  end 
netting  and  diaphragm  Avork,  engine  tender  steel  underframe  and 
pressed  steel  tender  truck  frames,  except  Avhere  other  mechanics 
perform  this  work;  removing  and  applying  all  stay  bolts,  radials, 
flexible  caps,  sleeves,  croAvn  bolts,  stay  rods,  and  braces  in  boilers, 
tanks  and  drums;  applying  and  removing  arch  tubes;  operating 
punches  and  shears  for  shaping  and  forming,*  pneumatic  stay-bolt 
breakers,  air  rams  and  hammers;  bull,  jam,  and  yoke  riA^eters; 
boilermakers’  work  in  connection  with  building  and  repairing  of 
steam  shoA^els,  derricks,  booms,  housing,  circles,  and  coal  buggies, 
I-beam,  channel  iron,  angle  iron,  and  T-iron  work;  all  drilling,  cut- 
ting and  tapping  and  operating  rolls  in  connection  Avith  boilermak- 
ers’ Avork;  oxyacetylene,  thermit,  and  electric  Avelding  on  Avork  gen- 
erally recognized  as  boilermakers’  Avork,  and  ail  other  work  generally 
recognized  as  boilerm_akers’  work.  It  is  understood  that  present 
practice  in  the  performance  of  work  betAveen  boilermakers  and 
carmen  will  continue.  On  running  repairs,  boilermakers  may  con- 
nect or  disconnect,  any  Aviring,  coupling  or  pipe  connections  necessary 
to  make  or  repair  machinery  or  equipment. 

This  rule  shall  not  be  construed  to  prevent  engineers,  firemen,  and 
cranemen  of  steam  shovels,  ditches,  clamshells,  Avrecking  outfits,  pile 
drivers,  and  other  similar  equipment  requiring  repairs  on  line  of 
road,  from  making  any  repairs  to  such  equipment  as  they  are  quali- 
fied to  perform. 

Eule  80.  Boilermaher  aff  rentices. — Include  regular  and  helper 
apprentices  in  connection  with  the  work  as  defined  by  rule  79. 

Eule  81.  Boilermaker  helpers. — Employees  assigned  to  help  boiler- 
makers and  their  apprentices,  operators  of  drill  presses,  and  bolt 
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cutters  in  the  boiler  shop,  boiler  washers,  punch  and  shear  operators 
(cutting  only  bar  stock  and  scrap),  and  employees  removing  and 
applying  grates  and  grate  rigging,  and  all  other  work  properly 
recognized  as  boilermaker  helpers’  work. 

Eule  82.  Running -repair  work. — Boilermakers  assigned  to  run- 
ning repairs  may  be  used  to  perform  other  work. 

Boilermakers  assigned  to  locomotive  general  repair  work  may  be 
used  to  perform  running-repair  work  when  the  regular  assigned  run- 
ning-repair forces  are  unable  to  get  engines  out  to  meet  service  re- 
quirements. 

Boilermakers  who  have  been  working  on  hot  work  will  not  be 
required  to  work  on  cold  work  until  given  sufficient  time  to  cool  olf. 

Eule  83.  Special  services. — Flange  turners,  layer  outs,  and  fitter 
ups  shall  be  assigned  in  shops  where  flue  sheets  and  half  side  sheets 
or  fire  boxes  are  flanged,  removed,  and  applied.  One  man  may  per- 
form all  these  operations  where  the  service  does  hot  require  more 
than  one  man.  If  not  fully  engaged  on  the  above  work,  these  em- 
ployees may  be  assigned  to  any  work  of  their  craft. 

Boiler  inspectors — Staybolt  inspectors  will  be  assigned  to  all  points 
where  monthly  stay-bolt  and  boiler  inspection  of  15  or  more  engines 
is  required.  When  such  employees  have  no  inspection  work  to  per- 
form, they  ma^^  be  assigned  to  other  boilermakers’  work. 

Eule  84.  Protection  for  employees. — Boilermakers,  apprentices 
and  helpers  will  not  be  required  to  work  on  boilers  or  tanks  while 
electric  or  other  welding  processes  are  in  use  or  when  tires  are  being 
heated,  unless  proper  protection  is  provided. 

Eule  85.  Not  more  than  one  ox^^acetylene  welding  or  cutting 
operator  or  electric  operator  will  be  required  to  work  in  firebox  or 
shell  of  boiler  at  the  same  time,  unless  proper  protection  is  provided. 

Eule  86.  Oxyacetylene  welding  or  cutting  operator  or  electric 
operator  will  be  furnished  with  helper  when  necessary,  or  when  it  is 
essential  for  personal  safety. 

Eule  87.  Should  it  become  necessary  to  send  oxyacetylene  welder 
or  cutter  or  electric  operator  out  of  the  shop  in  cold  weather,  he  will 
be  given  ample  time  to  dry  off  before  being  sent  out. 

Eule  88.  When  it  is  necessary  to  renew,  remove,  or  replace  flue, 
door,  side,  or  crown  sheets  by  means  of  oxyacetylene  or  other  cutting 
or  welding  processes,  such  portion  of  the  ash-pan  wings  and  grates 
as  interfere  with  the  operator  will  be  removed.  Dome  caps  will  be 
removed  and  front  ends  opened  up  if  required  for  proper  ventilation. 

Eule  89.  Boilers  will  have  steam  blown  off  and  be  reasonably  cooled 
before  boilermakers  or  apprentices  are  required  to  work  in  them; 
blowers  will  be  furnished  when  possible  to  do  so. 

Fire  boxes,  front  ends,  and  ash  pans  will  be  properly  cleaned  out 
before  boilermakers  or  apprentices  are  required  to  work  in  them. 
Fire  brick  interfering  with  the  work  to  be  performed  will  be  removed. 

Eule  90.  Two  boilermakers,  or  one  boilermaker  and  a competent 
apprentice  with  at  least  two  years’  experience,  will  be  used  to  operate 
a long-stroke  hammer,  that  is,  an  air  hammer  capable  of  driving  stay 
bolts  or  rivets  five-eighths  inch  diameter  or  larger,  or  of  expanding 
flues  or  tubes.  Double-gun  work  will  not  be  permitted.  Air  jacks 
not  to  be  considered  double  guns. 


586 


DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 


When  rolling  or  expanding  superheater  flues,  two  boilermakers, 
or  one  boilermaker  and  a competent  apprentice  with  at  least  two 
years’  experience,  will  be  used. 

Rule  91.  No  tapping  or  reaming  will  be  done  in  fire  boxes  when 
same  is  near  enough  to  endanger  the  men  working  on  inside  of  fire  . 
box.  A space  of  10  rows  of  stay  bolts  will  be  considered  sufficient, 
it  being  understood  that  the  helper  will  protect  the  men  with  a 
sleeve  over  a tap  when  tapping  is  being  done. 

Rule  92.  Furnishing  help. — Boilermakers  engaged  on  running- 
repair  work  will  be  furnished  a helper  when  necessary,  or  when  it  is 
essential  for  personal  safety. 

Rule  93.  Boilermakers  sent  out  on  the  road  to  do  boilermakers’ 
work  will  have  helper  furnished  when  necessary. 

Rule  94.  Removal  of  fmes. — When  flues  (other  than  burst  flues) 
are  to  be  removed,  the  front  end  will  be  opened  and  such  parts  of  the 
draft  appliances  as  interfere  with  the  boilermaker  will  be  removed. 
Center  arch  pipes  in  engine,  other  than  those  equipped  with  combus- 
tion chambers,  which  interfere  with  boilermakers  in  the  performance 
of  their  work,  will  be  removed. 

Rule  95.  Helpers  on  flange  fires. — Regular  assigned  help  will  be 
furnished  on  flange  fires. 

Rule  96.  Helpers  on  flange  fires  will  not  be  asked  to  go  outside 
of  shop  to  handle  fuel  during  cold  weather. 

Rule  97.  Eliminated. 

Rule  98.  Helpers. — There  will  be  sufficient  help  furnished  boiler- 
makers or  apprentices  in  breaking  down  stay  bolts  with  hand  ram. 

Rule  99.  Eliminated. 

Rule  100.  Holding  on  all  stay  bolts  and  rivets,  striking  chisel  bars, 
side  sets,  and  backing  out  punches,  and  heating  rivets  (except 
when  performed  by  apprentices)  will  be  considered  boilermaker 
helpers’  work. 

Rule  101.  When  rivets  are  to  be  cut  off  or  backed  out,  a barrier 
or  sufficient  help  will  be  furnished  to  prevent  accidents  or  personal 
injury. 

Rule  102.  Boilermakers  or  apprentices  when  using  compound  mo- 
tors will  be  furnished  sufficient  competent  help. 

Rule  103.  Sufficient  help  will  be  furnished  when  holding  on  rivets 
with  wedge  bars. 

Rule  104.  Included  in  rule  81. 

Rule  105.  Helper  apprentices. — Fifty  per  cent  of  the  apprentices 
may  consist  of  boilermaker  helpers  who  have  had  not  less  than  two 
consecutive  years’  experience  as  boilermaker  helper  at  the  point 
where  employed  at  the  time  application  for  apprenticeship  is  made. 

They  shall  be  between  the  ages  of  21  and  40  years  and  shall  serve 
three  years,  a minimum  of  290  days  each  calendar  year. 

Helper  apprentices  shall  be  governed  by  the  same  laws  and  rules 
as  regular  apprentices. 

Apprentices  shall  not  work  on  oxyacetylene,  thermit,  electric,  or 
other  welding  processes  until  they  are  in  their  last  year. 

They  shall  receive  the  minimum  helpers’  rate  for  the  first  six 
months,  with  an  ancrease  of  2 cents  per  hour  for  every  six  months 
thereafter  until  they  have  served  their  apprenticeship. 
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Eule  106.  Schedule  of  work^  regular  apprentices. — The  following 
schedule  for  regular  apprentices  showing  the  division  of  time  on  the 
various  classes  of  work  is  designed  as  a guide  and  will  be  followed 
as  closely  as  the  conditions  will  permit : 

Six  months — Heating  rivets  and  helping  boilermakers 

Six  months — Tank  repairing  and  sheet-iron  work. 

Six  months — Eolling  flues;  ash-pan  work. 

Six  months — Staybolts  and  setting  flues. 

Fifteen  months — General  boiler  vrork. 

Three  months — Electric  or  oxacetylene  welding. 

Six  months — ^Laying  out  and  flanging. 

Eule  107.  Schedule  of  vjork.^  helper  apprentices. — The  following 
schedule  for  helper  apprentices  showing  the  division  of  time  on  the 
various  classes  of  work  is  designed  as  a guide  and  will  be  followed 
as  closely  as  the  conditions  will  permit : 

Six  months — Eepairing  and  sheet-iron  work. 

Six  months — Eolling  flues ; ash-pan  work. 

Six  months — Staybolts  and  setting  flues. 

Nine  months — General  boiler  work. 

Tliree  months — Electric  or  oxacetylene  welding. 

Six  months — Laying  out  and  flanging. 

Eule  108.  Diff erentials  for  hoUer makers. — Boilermakers  assigned 
as  boiler  inspectors,  also  flangers,  layer  outs,  and  autogenous  welders 
shall  receive  5 cents  per  hour  above  the  minimum  rate  paid  boiler- 
makers at  the  point  employed. 

At  points  or  on  shifts  where  no  inspector  is  assigned  and  boiler- 
makers are  required  to  inspect  boilers,  they  will  be  paid  five  cents 
(5c)  per  hour  above  the  boilermakers’  minimum  rate  at  the  point 
employed  for  the  days  on  which  such  inspections  are  made. 

Eule  109.  Helpers  on  flange  fires  shall  receive  five  cents  (5c)  per 
hour  above  the  helper’s  rate  at  point  emploj^ed, 

blacksmiths’  special  rules. 

Eule  110.  Qualifications. — Any  man  who  has  served  an  appren- 
ticeship or  who  has  had  four  years’  varied  experience  at  the  black- 
smiths’ trade  shall  be  considered  a blacksmith.  He  must  be  able  to 
take  a piece  of  work  pertaining  to  his  class  and,  with  or  without  the 
aid  of  drawings,  bring  it  to  a successful  completion  within  a reason- 
able length  of  time. 

Eule  111.  Classification  of  work. — Blacksmiths’  work  shall  consist 
of  welding,  forging,  heating,  shaping,  and  bending  of  metal;  tool 
dressing  and  tempering,  spring  making,  tempering  and  repairing, 
potashing,  case  and  bichloride  hardening ; flue  welding  under  black- 
smith’s foreman;  operating  furnaces,  bulldozers,  forging  machines, 
drop-forging  machines,  bolt  machines,  and  Bradley  hammers;  ham- 
mersmiths, drop-hammermen,  trimmers,  rolling  mill  operators;  op- 
erating punches  and  shears  doing  shaping  and  forming  in  connection 
with  blacksmiths’  work;  oxyacetylene,  thermit  and  electric  welding 
on  work  generally  recognized  as  blacksmiths’  work  and  ail  other 
work  generally  recognized  as  blacksmith’s  work. 

Eule  112.  BlackswAth  apprentices. — Include  regular  and  helper  ap- 
prentices in  connection  with  the  work  as  defined  by  rule  111. 
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Eule  113.  Blacksmith  helpers. — Helpers’  work  shall  consist  of  help- 
ing blacksmiths,  and  apprentices,  heating,  operating  steam  ham- 
mers, punches,  and  shears  (cutting  only  bar  stock  and  scrap),  drill 
presses  and  bolt  cutters;  straightening  old  bolts  and  rods,  cold; 
building  fires ; lighting  furnaces,  and  all  other  work  properly  recog- 
nized as  blacksmith  helpers’  work. 

Eule  114.  Helper  apjyr entices. — Fifty  per  cent  of  the  apprentices 
may  consist  of  helpers  who  have  had  not  less  than  two  consecutive 
years’  experience  in  shop  on  the  division  where  advanced. 

Seniority  shall  prevail  in  the  selection  of  helper  apprentices ; those 
selected  to  be  not  over  30  years  of  age. 

Apprentices  selected  from  helpers  shall  serve  tnree  years,  a min- 
imum of  290  days  each  calendar  year.  When  started  as  an  appren- 
tice they  shall  receive  the  minimum  helpers’  rate  of  pay  for  the 
first  six  months ; at  the  end  of  that  time  they  shall  receive  two  cents 
(2c)  per  hour  increase,  and  two  cents  (2c)  per  hour  increase  each 
succeeding  six  months  while  serving  their  apprenticeship. 

Helper  apprentices  shall  be  governed  by  the  same  laws  and  rules 
as  regular  apprentices. 

If  after  the  first  three  months  they  show  no  aptitude  to  learn  the 
trade,  they  shall  be  set  back  to  helping  and  retain  their  former 
seniority  as  a helper. 

After  completing  their  apprenticeship  they  shall  receive  prevail- 
ing rate  paid  blacksmiths  if  retained  in  the  service. 

Eule  115.  Apprentices.^  'miscellaneous. — Apprentices  shall  be  given 
an  opportunity  to  learn  all  branches  of  the  trade  and  will  not  be 
kept  on  any  one  class  of  work  longer  than  four  months.  Appren- 
tices shall  not  work  on  oxyacetylene,  thermit,  electric,  or  other  weld- 
ing processes  until  they  are  in  their  last  year. 

Eule  116.  Eliminated. 

Eule  117.  Helpers  huilding  -fires. — Blacksmith  helpers  required  to 
prepare  or  build  coal  or  coke  fires  outside  their  regular  working 
hours,  shall  be  allowed  thirty  (30)  minutes  straight  time  for  each 
fire  built  or  furnace  prepared.  Helpers  assigned  to  start  oil  or  gas 
furnaces  outside  their  regular  working  hours  will  receive  one  and 
one-half  time  for  such  service,  on  the  minute  basis. 

Eule  118.  Eliminated.  _ 

Eule  120.  Coed  and  oil  to  he  fu/rnished. — Coal  and  oiWsuitable 
for  smithing  purposes  will  be  furnished  whenever  possible. 

Eule  121.  Steam-hammer  Competent  steam-hammer 

operators  wall  be  furnished. 

Eule  122.  Road  work. — Blacksmiths  sent  out  on  the  road  to  do 
blacksmiths’  wmrk  will  be  accompanied  by  helper  when  necessary. 

Eule  123.  Included  in  rule  113. 

SHEET-METAL  W^ORKERs’  SPECIAL  RULES. 

Eule  125.  Quali-fications.—Ajiy  man  who  has  served  an  apprentice- 
ship, or  has  had  four  or  more  years’  experience  at  the  various 
branches  of  the  trade,  wdio  is  qualified  and  capable  of  doing  sheet - 
metal  work  or  pipe  v/ork  as  applied  to  buildings,  machinery,  loco- 
motives, cars,  etc.,  whether  it  be  tin,  sheet  iron,  or  sheet  copper,  and 
capable  of  bending,  fitting  and  brazing  of  pipe,  shall  constitute  a 
sheet-metal  worker. 
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Kule  126.  Classification  of  work. — Sheet-metal  workers’  work  shall 
consist  of  tinning,  coppersmithing  and  pipe  fitting  in  shops,  yards, 
buildings,  on  passenger  coaches  and  engines  of  all  kinds;  the  build- 
ing, erecting,  assembling,  installing,  dismantling  (for  repairs  only), 
and  maintaining  parts  made  of  sheet  copper,  brass,  tin,  zinc,  white 
metal,  lead,  black,  planished,  pickled  and  galvanized  iron  of  10  gauge 
and  lighter  (present  practice  between  sheet-metal  workers  and  boiler- 
makers to  continue  relative  to  gauge  of  iron),  including  brazing, 
soldering,  tinning,  leading,  and  babbitting  (except  car  and  tender 
truck  journal  bearings),  the  bending,  fitting,  cutting,  threading, 
brazing,  connecting  and  disconnecting  of  air,  water,  gas,  oil  and 
steam  pipes;  the  operation  of  babbitt  nres  (in  connection  with  sheet- 
metal  workers’  work)  ; ox^^acetylene,  thermit  and  electric  welding 
on  work  generally  recognized  as  sheet-metal  workers’  work,  and  all 
other  work  generally  recognized  as  sheet-metal  workers’  work. 

In  running  repairs,  other  mechanics  than  sheet-metal  workers  may 
remove  and  replace  jackets,  and  connect  and  disconnect  pipes  where 
no  repairs  are  necessary  to  the  jackets  or  pipes  in  question. 

Rule  127.  Sheet-metal  worker  apprentices. — Include  regular  and 
hel])er  apprentices  in  connection  with  the  work  as  defined  by  rule  126. 

Rule  128.  Sheet-metal  icorker  helpers. — Employees  regularly  as- 
signed as  helpers  to  assist  sheet-metal  workers  and  apprentices  in 
their  various  classification  of  work,  shall  be  known  as  sheet-metal 
workers’  helpers. 

Rule  129.  Protection  for  employees. — Sheet-metal  workers  shall 
not  be  required  to  remove  or  apply  blow-off  or  surface  pipes  or  ash- 
])an  blowers  on  boilers  under  steam. 

Rule  130.  Road  work. — Sheet-metal  workers  will  be  sent  out  on 
line  of  road  and  to  outlying  points,  when  their  services  are  required, 
but  not  for  small,  unimportant  running-repair  jobs. 

Rule  131.  Assignment  of  running -repair  force  to  dead  work. — 
Sheet-metal  workers  assigned  to  running  repairs  shall  not  be  re- 
quired to  work  on  dead  work  at  points  where  dead-work  forces  are 
maintained,  except  when  there  is  not  sufficient  running  repairs  to 
keep  them  busy. 

Rule  132.  Assignment  of  dead-ioork  force  to  running  repairs. — 
Dead-work  forces  will  not  be  assigned  to  perform  running-repair 
work,  except  when  the  regidarly  assigned  running-repair  forces  are 
unable  to  get  engines  out  in  time  to  prevent  delay  to  train  move- 
ment. 

Rule  133.  Miscellaneous. — Sheet-metal  workers  will  not  be  as- 
signed to  work  not  applicable  to  them,  except  in  emergency  cases. 

Rule  134.  Helper  apprentices. — Fift}^  per  cent  of  the  apprentices 
may  be  selected  from  helpers  of  this  craft  who  have  had  not  less 
than  two  consecutive  years’  experience  as  a sheet-metal-worker 
helper  at  the  point  where  employed,  and  shall  not  be  more  than 
30  years  of  age;  such  apprentice  shall  serve  three  calendar  years, 
a minimum  of  290  days  each  calendar  year,  seniority  to  govern. 

Rule  135.  Helper  apprentices  will  start  at  the  third  classification 
of  regular  apprentices’  schedule  when  entering  their  apprenticeship, 
and  continue  through  as  regular  apprentices.  Helper  apprentices 
will  receive  the  minimum  helpers’  rate  for  the  first  six  months,  with 
an  increase  of  two  cents  (2  c)  per  hour  for  every  six  months  there- 
after until  they  have  served  three  years. 
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Euie  136.  Eliminated. 

Eule  137.  Apprentice  schedule  of  work. — Ee^ular  apprentices’ 
schedule  and  division  of  time; 

Six  months — Helj^ing. 

Six  months — Light  pipe  work. 

Twelve  months — Tinning,  bal)bitting  and  brazing,  laying  out  and 
forming. 

Twelve  months — Engine  and  car  work. 

Twelve  months — General  work,  including  one  month’s  experience 
with  the  oxyacetylene  torch. 

Eule  138.  Diff ei^entials  for  sheet-metal  workers. — Autogenous 
welders  shall  receive  fi^e  cents  (5  c)  per  hour  above  the  minimum 
rate  paid  sheet-metal  workers  at  point  employed. 

ELECTRICAL  WORKERS’  SPECIAL  RULES. 

Eule  139.  Qualifications. — Any  man  who  has  served  an  appren- 
ticeship or  who  has  had  four  years’  practical  experience  in  elec- 
trical work  and  is  competent  to  execute  same  to  a successful  conclu- 
sion within  a reasonable  time  will  be  rated  as  an  electrical  worker. 

An  electrician  Avill  not  ’ necessarily  be  an  armature  winder. 

Eule  140.  Glassification-  of  Electricians’  work  shall 

include  electrical  wiring,  maintaining,  repairing,  rebuilding,  in- 
specting and  installing  of  all  generators,  switchboards,  meters, 
motors  and  controls,  rheostats  and  controls,  static  and  rotary  trans- 
formers, motor  generators,  electric  headlights  and  headlight  genera- 
tors, electric  welding  machines,  storage  batteries  (work  to  be  di- 
vided between  electricians  and  helpers  as  may  be  agreed  upon 
locally),  axle  lighting  equipment,  all  inside  telegraph  and  telephone 
equipment,  electric  clocks  and  electric  lighting  fixtures;  winding 
armatures,  fields,  magnet  coils,  rotors,  transformers  and  starting 
compensators;  inside  and  outside  wiring  at  shops,  buildings,  yards, 
and  on  structures  and  all  conduit  work  in  connection  therewith 
(except  outside  wiring  provided  for  in  rule  141),  steam  and  electric 
locomotives,  passenger  train  and  motor  cars,  electric  tractors  and 
trucks;  include  cable  splicers,  high-tension  power  house  and  sub- 
station operators,  high-tension  linemen,  and  ail  other  work  properly 
recognized  as  electricians’  work, 

Eule  141.  Classification  of  linemen^  etc. — -Linemen’s  work  shall 
consist  of  the  building,  repairing,  and  maintaining  of  pole  lines 
and  supports  for  service  wires  and  cables;  catenary  and  monorail 
conductors ; trolley  and  feed  wires,  overhead  and  underground, 
together  with  their  supports ; maintaining,  inspecting,  and  installing 
third  rail  and  cables  for  third  rail  that  carry  current  to  or  from 
third  rail  and  track  rail;  pipe  lines  or  conduits  for  these  cables; 
bonding  of  third  rail  or  cables;  all  outside  wiring  in  yards,  and 
other  work  properly  recognized  as  linemen’s  work  not  provided  for 
in  rule  140. 

Signal  maintainers  who,  for  50  per  cent  or  more  of  their  time, 
perform  work  as  defined  in  rules  140  and  141. 

Men  employed  as  g-enerator  attendants,  motor  attendants  (not  in- 
cluding water  service  motors),  and  substation  attendants  who  start, 
stop,  oil,  and  keej)  their  equipment  clean  and  change  and  adjust 
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brushes  for  the  proper  running  of  their  equipment;  power  switch- 
board operators,  coal-pier  car  dumpers  and  coal-pier  conveyor-car 
operators  in  connection  with  loading  and  unloading  vessels. 

This  to  include  operators  of  electric  traveling  cranes,  capacity  10 
tons  and  over. 

Rule  142.  ClassifiGation-  of  growidmen^  etc. — Groundmen’s  work 
shall  consist  of  assisting  linemen  in  their  duties,  when  said  work 
is  performed  on  the  ground,  but  shall  not  include  those  who  per- 
form common  labor  in  connection  with  linemen’s  or  groundmen’s 
work.  Electric  crane  operators  for  cranes  of  less  than  40-ton  ca- 
pacity. 

Rule  143.  Coal-pier  elevator  operators  and  coal-pier  electric  hoist 
operators  in  connection  with  loading  and  unloading  vessels. 

Rule  144.  Apprentice  electrical  workers. — Include  regular  and 
helper  apprentices  in  connection  with  electrical  workers. 

Rule  145.  Electrical  worker  helpers. — Employees  regularly  as- 
signed as  helpers  to  assist  electrical  workers  and  apprentices,  in- 
cluding electric  lamp  trimmers  who  do  no  mechanical  work,  also 
to  perform  such  battery  work  as  may  be  agreed  upon  locally  as  be- 
ing helpers’  work. 

Rule  146.  Helper  apprentices. — Fift}^  per  cent  of  the  appentices 
may  consist  of  electrical  workers’  helpers  who  have  had  two  }^ears’ 
continuous  ser\dce  at  the  point  where  employed.  I^Tien  assigned 
as  helper  appentices,  they  must  not  be  over  25  years  of  age,  and 
shall  ser\-e  three  years,  a minimum  of  290  days  each  calendar  year. 

Rule  147.  Regular  appentice  schedule  of  work. — The  following 
schedule  for  regular  apprentices,  showing  the  division  of  time  on 
the  various  classes  of  work,  is  designed  as  a guide  and  will  be  fol- 
lowed as  closely  as  possible: 

Twelve  months — Inside  wiring  and  electrical  repairing. 

Six  months — Outside  line  work. 

Six  months — Locomotive  headlight  work. 

Six  months — Car  lighting  department. 

Six  months — Armature  winding. 

Twelve  months — General  electrical  work. 

Rule  148.  Helper  apprentice  schedule  of  work. — Helper  appren- 
tices will  receive  the  minimmn  helpers’  rate  for  the  first  six  inonths, 
with  an  increase  of  two  cents  (2  c)  per  hour  for  every  six  months 
thereafter  until  their  apprenticeship  is  completed.  If  within  six 
months  they  show  no  ability  to  acquire  the  trade,  they  will  be  set 
back  to  helping  and  retain  their  former  seniorit}^  as  a helper.  After 
completing  their  apprenticeship,  they  shall  receive  the  minimum 
rate  paid  for  the  work  to  which  they  are  assigned,  if  retained  in 
the  service. 

Rule  149.  The  following  schedule  for  helper  appentices,  showing 
the  diHsion  of  time  on  the  various  classes  of  work,  is  designed  as 
a guide  and  will  be  followed  as  closely  as  possible : 

Six  months — Inside  wiring  and  electrical  repairing. 

Six  months — Outside  line  work. 

Six  months — Locomotive  headlight  work. 

Six  months — Car  lighting  department. 

Six  m.onths — Armature  winding. 

Six  months — General  electrical  work. 
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Rule  150.  Miscellaneous. — Laborers  or  similar  class  of  workmen 
shall  not  be  perm_itted  to  do  helpers’  work  as  outlined  in  rule  145  if 
regular  electrical-worker  helpers  are  available. 

Rule  151.  Men  engaged  in  the  handling  of  storage  batteries  and 
mixing  acid  must  be  provided  with  acid-proof  rubber  gloves,  hip 
boots,  and  aprons. 

Rule  152.  Autogenous  welders  shall  receive  five  cents  (5  c)  per 
hour  above  the  minimum  rate  paid  electrical  workers  at  point 
employed. 

carmen’s  SPECIAL  RULES. 

Rule  153.  Qualifications. — Any  man  v/ho  has  served  an  appren- 
ticeship or  who  has  had  four  years’  practical  experience  at  car  work, 
and  who  with  the  aid  of  tools,  with  or  without  drawings,  can  lay 
out,  build,  or  perform  the  work  of  his  craft  or  occupation  in  a 
mechanical  manner,  shall  constitute  a carman. 

Rule  154.  Classvficution  of  Carmen’s  work  shall  consist  of 

building,  maintaihing,  dismantling  (except  all- wood  freight-train 
cars,  painting,  upholstering,  and  inspecting  all  passenger  and  freight 
cars,  both  wood  and  steel,  planing  mill,  cabinet  and  bench  carpenter 
work,  pattern  and  flask  making  and  all  other  carpenter  v7ork  in  shops 
and  yards,  except  work  generally  recognized  as  bridge  and  building 
department  work;  carmen’s  work  in  building  and  repairing  motor 
cars,  lever  cars,  hand  cars,  and  station  trucks,  building,  repairing,  and 
removing  and  applying  locomotive  cabs,  pilots,  pilot  beams,  running 
boards,  foot  and  headlight  boards,  tender  frames  and  trucks;  pipe 
and  inspection  work  in  connection  with  air  brake  equipment  on 
freight  cars;  applying  patented  metal  roofing;  operating  punches  and 
shears  doing  shaping  and  forming ; work  done  with  hand  forges  and 
heating  torches  in  connection  with  carmen’s  work;  painting  with 
brushes,  varnishing,  surfacing,  decorating,  lettering,  cutting  of  sten- 
cils, and  removing  paint  (not  including  use  of  sand  blast  machine 
or  removing  in  vats)  ; all  other  work  generally  recognized  as  painters’ 
work  under  the  supervision  of  the  locomotive  and  car  departments, 
except  the  application  of  blacking  to  fire  and  smoke  boxes  of  loco- 
motives in  engine  houses ; joint  car  inspectors,  car  inspectors,  safety 
appliance  and  train  car  repairers ; oxyacetylene,  thermit  and  electric 
welding  on  work  generally  recognized  as  carmen’s  work;  and  all 
other  work  generally  recognized  as  carmen’s  work. 

It  is  understood  that  present  practice  in  the  performance  of  work 
between  the  carmen  and  boilerniakers  will  continue. 

Rule  155.  Carmen  apprentices^ — Include  regular  and  helper  ap- 
prentices in  connection  with  the  work  as  defined  by  rule  154. 

Rule  156.  Carmen  -Employees  regularly  assigned  to  help 

carmen  and  apprentices,  employees  engaged  in  washing  and  scrub- 
bing the  inside  and  outside  of  passenger  coaches  preparatory  to 
painting,  removing  of  paint  on  other  than  passenger  cars  preparatory 
to  painting,  car  oilers  and  packers,  stock  keepers  (car  department), 
operators  of  bolt  threaders,  nut  tappers,  drill  presses,  and  punch 
and  shear  operators  (cutting  only  bar  stock  and  scrap),  holding  on 
rivets,  striking  chisel  bars,  side  sets,  and  backing  out  punches,  using 
backing  hammer  and  sledges  in  assisting  carmen  and  straightening 
metal  parts  of  cars,  rebrassing  of  cars  in  connection  with  oilers’ 
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duties,  cleaning  journals,  repairing  steam  and  air  hose,  assisting  car- 
ing in  erecting  scaffolds,  and  all  other  work  generally  recognized  as 
carmen’s  helpers’  work,  shall  be  classed  as  helpers. 

Eule  157.  Wrecking  crews, — Regularly  assigned  wrecking  crews, 
not  including  engineers,  will  be  composed  of  carmen,  where  sufficient 
men  are  available,  and  will  be  paid  for  such  service  under  rule  10, 
Decision  No.  222.  Meals  and  lodging  will  be  provided  by  the  com- 
pany while  crews  are  on  duty  in  wrecking  service. 

When  needed,  men  of  any  class  may  be  taken  as  additional  mem- 
bers of  wrecking  crews  to  perform  duties  consistent  with  their  classi- 
fication. 

Rule  158.  When  wrecking  crews  are  called  for  wrecks  or  derail- 
ments outside  of  yard  limits,  a sufficient  number  of  the  regidarly 
assigned  crew  will  accompany  the  outfit.  For  wrecks  or  derailments 
within  yard  limits,  sufficient  carmen  will  be  called  to  perform  the 
work. 

Rule  159.  Inspectors. — Men  assigned  to  inspecting  must  be  able 
to  speak  and  write  the  English  language  and  have  a fair  knowledge 
of  the  A.  R.  A.  (American  Railway  Association)  rules  and  safety 
appliance  laws. 

Rule  160.  Inspectors  and  other  carmen  in  train  yards  will  not  be 
required  to  take  record,  for  conducting  transportation  purposes,  of 
seals,  commodities,  or  destination  of  cars  where  record  clerks,  yard- 
masters,  agents,  or  yard  clerks  are  employed. 

Rule  161,  Safety  appliance  men. — Men  assigned  to  follow  inspectors 
in  yards  to  make  safety  appliance  and  light  running  repairs  shall 
not  be  required  to  work  on  cars  taken  from  trains  to  repair  tracks, 
except  when  there  is  not  sufficient  work  in  train  yards  to  fully  occupy 
their  time. 

Rule  162.  Protection  for  repair  men. — Switches  of  repair  tracks 
will  be  kept  locked  with  special  locks  and  men  working  on  such  tracks 
shall  be  notified  before  any  switching  is  done.  A competent  person 
will  be  regularly  assigned  to  perform  this  duty  and  held  responsible 
for  seeing  that  it  is  performed  properly. 

Rule  163.  Trains  or  cars  while  being  inspected  or  worked  on  by 
train  yard  men  will  be  protected  by  blue  flag  by  day  and  blue  light 
b}-  night,  which  will  not  be  removed  except  by  men  who  place  same. 

Rule  165.  Miscellaneous. — Air  hammers,  jacks,  and  all  other  power- 
driven  machinery  and  tools,  operated  by  carmen  or  their  apprentices, 
will  be  furnished  by  the  company  and  maintained  in  safe  working 
condition. 

Rule  166.  Crayons,  soapstone,  marking  pencils,  tool  handles,  saw 
files,  motor  bits,  brace  bits,  cold  chisels,  bars,  steel  wrenches,  steel 
sledges,  hammers  (not  claw'hammers),  reamers,  drills,  taps,  dies,  and 
lettering  and  striping  pencils  and  brushes  will  be  furnished  by  the 
company. 

Rule  167.  Included  in  rule  154. 

Rule  168.  When  necessary  to  repair  cars  on  the  road  or  away  from 
the  shops,  carman,  and  helper  when  necessary,  will  be  sent  out  to 
perform  such  work  as  putting  in  couplers,  draft  rods,  draft  timbers, 
arch  bars,  center  pins,  putting  cars  on  center,  truss  rods,  and  wheels, 
and  work  of  similar  character. 
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Rule  1G9.  Miscellaneous. — Sliops^  repair  yards^  and  train  yards, 
where  carmen  are  employed,  shall  be  kept  clean  of  all  rid)bish.*  ^ 

Rule  170.  Af 'prentices. — Regular  apprenticeships  will  be  estab- 
lished in  ail  branches  of  the  trade.  Apprentices  shall  be  governed 
by  the  general  rules  covering  apprentices. 

Rule  ITI.  Apprentices  sliall  not  work  on  oxyacetylene,  thermit, 
electric,  or  other  welding  processes  until  they  are  in  their  last  year. 

Rule  172.  Helper  apprentices. — Fifty  per  cent  of  the  apprentices 
may  be  selected  from  carmen’s  helpers  who  ha-ve  had  not  less  than 
two  consecutive  years’  experience  at  the  point  emplo3^ed  at  the  time 
application  for  apprenticeship  is  made. 

Helper  apprentices  shall  not  be  over  30  years  of  age  and  will  serve 
three  years,  a minimum  of  290  days  each  calendar  year. 

Flelper  apprentices  shall  be  governed  by  the  same  laws  and  rules 
as  regular  apprentices. 

Helper  apprentices  shall  receive  the  minimum  helpers’  rate  for  the 
first  six  months,  with  an  increase  of  two  cents  (2c)  per  hour  each 
succeeding  six  months  until  they  have  served  three  years.  At  the 
completion  of  their  apprenticeship  period,  if  retained  in  the  service, 
they  shall  receive  the  mechanics’  rate  of  pay. 

Rule  173.  Painter  apprentices.,  regular. — Regular  apprentices — Di- 
vision of  time  for  painter  apprentices : 

The  following  schedule  for  regular  apprentices,  painter,  sho^ving 
the  division  of  time  on  the  various  classes  of  work,  is  designed  as  a 
guide  and  will  be  followed  as  closely  as  the  conditions  will  permit  r 

Six  months — Freight-car  painting. 

Six  months — Color  room,  mixing  paint. 

Six  months — General  locomotive  painting. 

Twelve  months — Brush  v/ork,  passenger  equipment. 

Eighteen  months — Lettering,  striping,  varnishing,  and  such  laying 
out  and  designing  as  the  shop  affords. 

Rule  174.  Schedule  of  worh.,  painter  helper  apprentices. — Helper 
apprentices.  Division  of  time  for  painter  apprentices : 

The  following:  schedule  for  helper  apprentices,  painter,  showing 
the  division  of  time  on  the  various  classes  of  work,  is  designed  as  a 
guide  and  will  be  followed  as  closely  as  the  conditions  will  permit : 

Four  months — Freight-car  painting. 

Four  months — ^Color  room,  mixing  paint. 

Four  months — General  locomotive  painting. 

Ten  months — Brush  work,  passenger  equipment. 

Fourteen  months — Lettering,  striping,  varnishing,  and  such  laying 
out  and  designing  as  the  shop  affords. 

Rule  175.  Regular  apprentices.,  carmen  schedule  of  loork. — The 
following  schedule  for  regular  apprentices,  showing  the  division  of 
time  on  the  various  classes  of  work,  is  designed  as  a guide  and  will 
be  followed  as  closel}^  as  the  conditions  will  permit.  Where  sufficient 
passenger  car  department  work  is  not  available  without  exceeding 
the  regular  ratio  of  apprentices  in  the  passenger  car  department, 
a.pprentices  will  complete  their  apprenticeship  in  the  freight  car 
department : 

Eighteen  months — General  freight  work,  wood  and  steel. 

Six  months — Air-brake  work. 

Six  months — Mill  machine  work. 

Eighteen  months — General  coach  work,  wood  and  steel. 
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Eule  176.  Helper  apprentice^  cariixen  schedule  of  work. — The  fol- 
lowing schedule  for  helper  apprentices,  showing  the  division  of  time 
on  the  various  classes  of  work,  is  designed  as  a guide  and  will  be 
followed  as  closely  as  the  conditions  will  permit.  Where  sufficient 
passenger  car  department  work  is  not  available  without  exceeding 
the  regular  ratio  of  apprentices  in  the  passenger  car  department, 
apprentices  will  complete  their  apprenticeship  in  the  freight  car 
department. 

Twelve  months — General  freight  work,  wood  and  steel. 

Six  months — Air-brake  work. 

Six  months — Mill  machine  work. 

Twelve  months — General  coach  work,  wood  and  steel. 

Eule  177.  In  the  event  of  not  being  able  to  employ  carmen  with 
four  years’  experience,  regular  and  helper  apprentices  will  be  ad- 
vanced to  carmen  in  accordance  with  their  seniority.  If  more  men 
are  needed,  helpers  will  be  promoted.  If  this  does  not  provide  suffi- 
cient men  to  do  the  Avork,  men  Avho  have  had  experience  in  the  use 
of  tools  may  be  employed.  They  will  not  be  retained  in  service  when 
four-year  carmen  become  available. 

Note. — Helpers  advanced  as  above  will  retain  tlieir  seniority  as  helpers. 

Eule  178.  Biff ererutials  for  carmen. — Autogenous  welders  shall 
receAe  five  cents  (5  c)  per  hour  above  the  minimum  rate  paid  carmen 
at  point  employed. 

Eule  179.  Coach  cleofners. — Coach  cleaners  to  be  included  in  this 
agreement  and  will  receive  overtime  as  provided  herein.  Coach 
cleaners  at  outlying  points  may  be  worked  eight  (8)  hours  within 
a period  of  ten  (10)  consecutiA^e  hours.  They  may  be  assigned  to  any 
other  unskilled  work  during  their  eight-hour  period  of  serAdce. 

MISCELLANEOUS. 

Eule  180.  Scope  of  general  and  special  Except  as  proAuded 

for  under  the  special  rules  of  each  craft,  the  general  rules  shall 
govern. 

Eule  181.  Eliminated. 

Eule  182.  Eliminated. 

Eule  183.  Revision  of  agreement. — Should  either  of  the  parties  to 
this  agreement  desire  to  reidse  or  modify  these  rules,  30  days’  written 
advance  notice,  containing  the  proposed  changes,  shall  be  given  and 
conferences  shall  be  held  immediately  on  the  expiration  of  said  notice 
unless  another  date  is  mutually  agreed  upon. 

Eule  184.  Eliminated. 

Eule  185.  This  agreement  shall  be  effective  as  provided  in  the  sev- 
eral decisions  of  the  United  States  Eailroad  Labor  Board  hereon  and 
shall  continue  in  effect  until  it  is  changed  as  provided  for  in  rule 
183  or  under  the  provisions  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 

Eule  186.  Eliminated. 

GENERAL  INSTRUCTIONS. 

Section  1.  Application  of  adopted  rules. — The  rules  approved  by 
the  Labor  Board  shall  apply  to  each  of  the  carriers  parties  to  the 
dispute  in  Docket  475  (Decision  No.  222  and  addenda  thereto), 
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except  in  such  instances  as  any  particular  carrier  may  have  agreed 
with  its  employees  upon  any  one  or  more  of  such  rules,  in  which 
case  the  rule  or  rules  agreed  upon  by  the  carrier  and  its  employees 
shall  apply  on  said  road. 

Section  2.  Disposition  of  eliminated  rules. — The  rules  eliminated 
by  the  Labor  Board  shall  cease  and  terminate,  except  in  such  instances 
as  any  particular  carrier  may  have  agreed  with  its  employees  upon 
any  one  or  more  of  such  rules,  in  which  case  the  rule  or  rules  agreed 
upon  by  the  carrier  and  its  employees  shall  apply  on  said  road. 

Section  3.  Formulation  of  preamble  or  caption. — The  formulation 
of  a preamble  or  caption  to  agreements  or  contracts  is  hereby  re- 
manded to  the  carriers  and  their  employees,  severally,  and  in  con- 
nection therewith  the  parties  are  referred  to  Decision  No.  205,  issued 
by  the  Labor  Board. 

Section  4.  Disposition  of  omitted  rules. — The  Labor  Board  be- 
lieves that  certain  subject  matters  now  regulated  by  the  rules  of  the 
national  agreement  may  not  be  covered  in  all  localities  by  rules  of 
general  application,  and  require  further  consideration  by  the  parties 
directly  concerned.  The  rules  governing  these  matters  are  indi- 
cated herein  by  the  omission  of  any  reference  to  the  numbers  thereof 
as  used  in  the  national  agreement,  and  all  such  rules  which  involve  a 
dispute  between  a particular  carrier  and  its  employees  are  hereby 
remanded  to  said  carrier  and  its  employees  for  the  purpose  of  adjust- 
ment under  the  provisions  of  section  301  of  the  Transportation  Act, 
1920. 

Section  5.  Interpretation  of  this  decision. — The  rules  herein 
adopted,  where  similar  to  the  rules  in  the  so-called  national  agree- 
ment, are  not  to  be  understood  or  construed  as  carrying  with  them 
the  interpretations  placed  on  same  by  the  United  States  Eailroad 
Administration,  by  the  adjustment  boards  or  by  other  agencies 
acting  under  said  administration,  but  are  to  be  considered  and  con- 
strued as  new  rules  adopted  by  the  Labor  Board  in  accordance  with 
the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  and  the  principles  announced  in  Deci- 
sion No.  119. 

Should  a dispute  arise  between  the  management  and  the  employees 
of  any  of  the  carriers  as  to  the  meaning  or  intent  of  this  decision 
which  can  not  be  decided  in  conference  between  the  parties  directly 
interested,  such  dispute  shall  be  handled  in  the  manner  provided  by 
the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 


ADDENDUM  NO.  7 TO  DECISION  NO.  222.— DOCKET  475. 
Chicago,  III.,  December  1,  1921. 

Decision  No.  222  (Docket  475). — Chicago  & North 
Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.  v.  Railway  Employees’  De- 
partment, A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts). 

Entry.— Relating  to  the  Spokane,  Portland  & Seattle  Railway  Co.  et  al.  and  to 
Their  Employees  in  the  Shop  Crafts. 

The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Decision  No.  222  shall  apply  to  the 
carriers  hereinafter  named  and  to  their  employees  in  the  shop  crafts 
with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said  carriers  had  been  named 
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originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective  date  shall  be  De- 
cember 1,  1921,  as  set  out  below,  instead  of  August  16,  1921,  as  shown 
in  Decision  No.  222,  and  hereby  issues  the  following 

ADDENDUM,  EFFECTIVE  DECEMBER  1,  19  21. 

Add  to  the  list  of  carriers  named  as  parties  to  the  dispute  in 
Docket  475,  Decision  No.  222,  the  following  carriers: 

Spokane,  Portland  & Seattle  Railway  Co. 

Oregon  Electric  Railway  Co. 

Oregon  Trunk  Railway. 

Tennessee  Central  Railroad  Co. 


ADDENDUM  NO.  8 TO  DECISION  NO.  222.— DOCKET  475. 
Chicago,  III.,  December  12,  1921. 

Decision  No.  222  (Docket  475). — Chicago  & North 
Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.  v.  Railway  Employees’  De- 
partment, A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts). 

Entry. — Relating  to  the  Central  Vermont  Railway  and  Its  Employees  in  the 

Shop  Crafts. 

The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Decision  No.  222  shall  apply  to  the 
carrier  hereinafter  named  and  to  its  employees  in  the  shop  crafts 
with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said  carrier  had  been  named 
■ originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective  date  shall  be 
December  16,  1921,  as  set  out  below,  instead  of  August  16,  1921,  as 
shown  in  Decision  No.  222,  and  hereby  issues  the  following 

ADDENDUM,  EFFECTIVE  DECEMBER  16,  19  21. 

Add  to  the  list  of  carriers  named  as  parties  to  the  dispute  in 
Docket  475,  Decision  No.  222,  the  following  carrier: 

Central  Vermont  Railway. 


ADDENDUM  NO.  9 TO  DECISION  NO.  222.— DOCKET  475. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  23,  1921. 

Decision  No.  222  (Docket  475). — Chicago  & North 
Western  Railway  Co.  et  ah  v.  Railway  Employees’  De- 
liartment,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts). 

Entry. — Relating  to  the  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  al.  and  to  Their 
Employees  in  the  Shop  Crafts. 

The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Decision  No.  222  shall  apply  to  the 
carriers  hereinafter  named  and  to  their  employees  in  the  shop  crafts 
with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said  carriers  had  been  named 
originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective  date  shall  be 
January  1,  1922,  as  set  out  below,  instead  of  August  16,  1921,  as 
shown  in  Decision  No.  222,  and  hereby  issues  the  following 
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ADDENDUM,  EFFECTIVE  JANUARY  1,  10  2 2. 

Add  to  the  list  of  carirers  named  as  parties  to  the  dispute  in 
Docket  475,  Decision  No.  222,  the  following  carriers: 

Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

Pittsburg  & Shawrnut  Railroad  Co. 


ADDENDUM  NO.  1 TO  DECISION  NO.  501.— DOCKET  475. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  23,  1921. 

Decision  No.  501  (Docket  475). — Atchison,  Topeka 
& Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  et  al.  v.  United  Brotherhood 
of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers. 

Entry. — Relating  to  the  Alabama  & Vicksburg  Railway  Co.  et  al.  and  Certain 
Employees  in  the  Maintenance  of  Way  Department  Thereof. 

The  Labor  Board  decides  that  Decision  No.  501  shall  apply  to  the 
carriers  hereinafter  named  and  their  employees  in  the  maintenance 
of  way  department,  as  defined  in  Article  I of  Decision  No.  501,  with 
the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said  carrier  had  been  named  orig- 
inally in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective  date  shall  be  Jan- 
uary 1,  1922,  as  set  out  below,  instead  of  December  16,  1921,  as  shown 
in  Decision  No.  501,  and  hereby  issues  the  following 

ADDENDUM,  EFFECTIVE,  JANUARY  1,  19  2 2. 

Add  to  the  list  of  carriers  named  as  parties  to  the  dispute  in 
Docket  475,  Decision  No.  501,  the  following  carriers: 

Alabama  & Vicksburg  Railway  Co. 

Vicksburg,  Shreveport  & Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Baltimore  &>  Ohio  Railroad  Co. 

Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway  Co. 

Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago,  Burlington  & Quincy  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago,  Kalamazoo  & Saginaw  Railway  Co. 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  & Gary  Railway  Co. 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St,  Paul  Railway  Co. 

Cumberland  & Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co. 

Delaware  & Hudson  Co. 

Elgin,  Joliet  & Eastern  Railway. 

Florida  East  Coast  Railway  Co. 

Grand  Trunk  Railway  System.  (Lines  in  United  States.) 

Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Chicago,  Memphis  & Gulf  Railroad  Co. 

Yazoo  & Mississippi  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

Jacksonville  Terminal  Co. 

Kansas  City  Southern  Railway  Co, 

New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford  Railroad  Co. 

Pennsylvania  System. 

Southern  Pacific.  (Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana.) 
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INTERPRETATIONS  TO  DECISIONS. 


INTERPRETATION  NO.  1.5  TO  DECISION  NO.  2.— DOCKET  93. 

Chicago,  111.,  February  21,  1921. 

Question. — Meanino-  or  intent  of  section  6,  Article  II,  of  Decision 
iRo.  2,  which  reads  as  follows : 

Section  6,  Office  boys,  messengers,  chore  boys,  and  other  employees  under  18 
years  of  age,  filling  similar  positions,  and  station  attendants,  5 cents. 

Does  this  section  provide  for  an  increase  of  5 cents  per  hour  for 
the  classes  of  employees  named  therein,  regardless  of  age,  or  does  it 
apply  only  to  employees  of  the  classes  named  therein  who  are  less 
than  18  years  of  age?  If  employees  of  the  classes  named  in  this 
section  who  are  more  than  18  years  of  age,  or  who  while  in  sucli 
service  reach  the  age  of  18  are  not  provided  for  in  this  section,  under 
what  section  of  Article  II  are  they  provided  for  ? 

Statement. — This  interpretation  is  made  upon  an  application  pre- 
sented by  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  in  a dispute  between  that 
organization  and  the  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway  Co.,  and  pre- 
sented in  a joint  statement  of  facts  as  required  by  section  2,  Article 
XIV,  of  Decision  No.  2 (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3),  and  should  be  under- 
stood to  apply  to  all  carriers  and  employees  affected  by  Decision 
No.  2. 

Decision. — Section  6,  Article  II,  of  Decision  No.  2 (Dockets  1,  2, 
and  3)  was  intended  to  provide  for  an  increase  of  5 cents  per  hour  for 
the  classes  of  employees  mentioned  therein  regardless  of  age  and  shall 
be  so  understood  and  applied. 


INTERPRETATION  NO.  16  TO  DECISION  NO.  2.— DOCKET  144. 

Chicago,  III.,  March  5,  1921. 

Statement. — This  interpretation  is  made  upon  an  application  pre- 
sented by  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  the 
Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  in  a dispute 
between  those  organizations  and  the  Atchison,  Topeka  Sc  Santa  Fe 
Railway  and  the  Panhandle  & Santa  Fe  Railway,  and  presented  in  a 
joint  statement  of  facts  as  required  by  section  2,  Article  XIV,  of 
Decision  No.  2 (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3),  and  should  be  understood  to 
apply  to  all  carriers  and  employees  affected  by  Decision  No.  2. 

Question. — Shall  any  of  the  increases  granted  in  Article  VI  of 
Decision  No.  2 be  applied  to  rates  of  the  nature  of  those  covered  in 
the  following  rules  ? 
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Article  IX  of  the  engineers’  schedule  in  effect  on  May  1,  1920,  reads 
as  follow's : 

Engineers  deadheading  under  orders  on  passenger  trains  will  be  paid  5.6 
eents  per  mile  and  on  other  trains  at  6.08  cents  per  mile;  this  to  be  a flat  rate 
l>er  mile  for  actual  mileage  made,  no  constructive  mileage  to  be  allowed,  and 
other  service  which  the  engineer  may  perform  on  the  same  day  not  to  be  con- 
sidered in  connection  with  the  deadhead  trip  in  any  way  whatever. 

Paragraph  (5),  Article  IX,  of  the  firemen’s  schedule  in  effect  on 
May  1,  1920,  reads  as  follows: 

Deadheading  on  company  business  on  passenger  trains  will  be  paid  for  the 
actual  mileage  at  4 cents  per  mile  for  firemen,  and  for  deadheading  on  other 
trains  at  4.24  cents  per  mile,  provided  that  minimum  day  at  the  above  rates 
will  be  paid  for  the  deadhead  trip  if  no  other  service  is  performed  within 
twenty -four  (24)  hours  from  the  time  called  to  deadhead.  Deadheading  result- 
ing from  the  exercise  of  seniority  rights  will  not  be  paid  for. 

Decision. — Yes.  The  rates  specified  in  sections  1 and  2,  Article 
VI  of  Decision  No.  2,  should  be  applied  to  the  rates  for  deadheading, 
which  rates,  it  is  understood,  were  established  under  the  authority 
of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  as  being  the  same 
as  the  minimum  freight  and  passenger  rates,  and  under  that  author- 
ity were  granted  increases  applicable  to  the  two  services  mentioned. 


INTERPRETATION  NO.  17  TO  DECISION  NO.  2.— DOCKET  156. 

Chicago,  III,,  March  5,  1921. 

Statement. — This  interpretation  is  made  upon  an  application  pre- 
sented by  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brother- 
hood of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  in  a dispute  between 
those  organizations  and  the  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co., 
and  was  presented  in  a joint  statement  of  facts  as  required  by  sec- 
tion 2,  Article  XIV  of  Decision  No.  2 (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3),  and 
should  be  understood  to  apply  to  all  carriers  and  employees  affected 
by  Decision  No.  2. 

Question. — Shall  the  52  cents  per  100  miles  for  engineers,  and  40 
cents  per  100  miles  for  firemen  for  local  freight  service,  as  specified 
in  section  (6)  of  Article  IV,  Supplement  No.  15  to  General  Order 
No.  27,  be  proportionately  increased  under  Decision  No.  2 of  the 
United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board? 

Decision. — No. 


INTERPRETATION  NO.  18  TO  DECISION  NO.  2.— DOCKET  230. 

Chicago,  III.,  March  5,  1921. 

Statement. — This  interpretation  is  made  upon  an  application  pre- 
sented by  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  the  Broth- 
erhood of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  in  a dispute  between 
those  organizations  and  the  Southern  Railway  System,  and  was 
presented  in  a joint  statement  of  facts  as  required  by  section  2,  Arti- 
cle XIV  of  Decision  No.  2 (Dockets  1,  2,  and  3),  and  should  be  un- 


INTERPRETATIONS. 


605 


derstood  to  apply  to  all  carriers  and  employees  affected  by  De- 
cision No.  2. 

Question. — Shall  the  increase  of  1.04  cents  per  mile  specified  in 
section  2,  Article  VI  of  Decision  No.  2,  be  applied  to  the  rate  of 
5.37  cents  per  mile  established  by  General  Order  No.  27  of  the  Rail- 
road Administration  for  firemen  in  freight  service  on  Santa  Fe  type 
locomotive  weighing  from  250,000  to  300,000  pounds  on  drivers? 

Decision. — Yes, 


INTERPRETATION  NO.  19  TO  DECISION  NO.  2.— DOCKET  107. 

Chicago,  III.,  March  11,  1921. 

Note. — The  principles  herein  outlined  shall  also  govern  in  the 
adjudication  of  similar  questions  which  may  arise  in  the  application 
of  Decisions  3 and  5. 

Question. — Back  pay  under  the  provision  of  Decision  No.  2 
(Dockets  1,  2,  and  3). 

Statement. — Numerous  questions  have  arisen  as  to  the  payment  of 
back  time  to  employees  who  were  in  the  service  of  the  carriers  named 
in  Decision  No.  2 on  May  1,  1920,  the  effective  date  of  said  decision, 
or  who  entered  the  service  subsequent  to  May  1,  1920,  but  who  died 
while  in  the  service  or  who  left  the  service  for  various  causes  prior 
to  July  20,  1920,  the  date  of  issuance  of  Decision  No.  2 (Dockets 
1,  2,  and  3). 

Section  1,  Article  XIII  of  Decision  No.  2,  reads : 

The  increases  in  wages  and  the  rates  hereby  established  shall  be  effective 
as  of  May  1,  1920,  and  are  to  be  paid  according  to  the  time  served  to  all  who 
were  then  in  the  carriers’  service  and  remained  therein,  or  who  have  since 
come  into  such  service  and  remained  therein. 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  the  following  shall  govern  in  the 
allowance  of  back  pay  under  Decision  No.  2 : 

(1)  Employees  in  the  service  of  the  carrier  12.01  a.  m.,  July  20, 
1920,  are  entitled  to  back  pay  for  service  performed  during  the  retro- 
active period  of  the  decision,  except  employees  who  left  the  service 
in  the  interim  for  various  causes  and  later  returned,  in  which  case 
the  following  paragraphs  shall  govern  in  determining  whether  or 
not  back  pay  shall  be  allowed  for  all  time  worked  during  such  period, 
or  only  from  the  last  date  of  employment. 

(2)  Employees  in  the  service  of  the  carrier  12.01  a.  m..  May  1, 
1920,  the  effective  date  of  the  decision,  or  who  entered  the  service 
subsequent  to  such  date,  but  who  were  laid  off  account  of  reduction 
in  force,  and  for  this  reason  were  not  in  the  service  12.01  a.  m.,  July 
20,  1920,  shall  be  allowed  back  pay  for  services  performed  during  the 
retroactive  period. 

(3)  Employees  in  the  service  of  the  carrier  12.01  a.  m..  May  1, 
1920,  or  who  entered  the  service  subsequent  to  such  date,  but  who 
resigned  or  left  the  service  voluntarily  prior  to  12.01  a.  m.,  July  20, 
1920,  are  not  entitled  to  back  pay. 

(4)  Employees  who  perform  service  during  the  retroactive  period 
of  Decision  No.  2,  but  who  had  to  leave  the  service  prior  to  July  20,  ' 
1920,  by  reason  of  being  incapacitated  for  duty  by  sickness  or  injury. 
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shall  be  allowed  back  pay  for  service  performed  upon  satisfactory 
proof  of  theii-  condition,  as  stated. 

(5)  Employees  dismissed  from  the  service  for  any  reason  are 
entitled  to  back  pay  for  service  performed  during  the  retroactive 
period,  except  such  employees  who  voluntarily  suspended  work  and 
come  within  the  scope  of  Order  No.  1 and  Decision  No.  1 issued  by 
the  Board  under  the  dates  of  April  19  and  20,  1920,  respectively. 

(6)  Back  pay  shall  be  allowed  the  duly  authorized  beneficiaries  of 
employees  who  died  while  in  the  service  during  the  retroactive  pe- 
riod for  service  therein  performed. 

(7)  Employees  granted  leave  of  absence  by  the  carrier  by  which 
employed  are  entitled  to  back  pay  for  service  performed,  provided 
thej^  did  not  accept  other  employment  during  such  leaves  of  absence 
and  returned  to  service  when  needed  or  notified  to  do  so. 

(8)  Employees  who  resigned  voluntarily  to  accept  or  secure  em- 
ployment at  some  other  point  on  the  same  road  or  on  another  road  or 
elsewhere  are  not  entitled  to  back  pay  for  any  time  worked  for  any 
carrier  excepting  the  time  worked  for  the  carrier  by  whom  last  em- 
ployed. 

(9)  Employees  transferred  by  the  carrier  from  one  point  or  de- 
partment to  another  point  or  department  on  the  same  railroad  or  to 
another  railroad  under  the  same  management  by  reason  of  promotion 
or  otherwise  shall  be  allowed  back  pay  for  time  served  during  the 
retroactive  period. 


INTERPRETATION  NO.  20  TO  DECISION  NO.  2.— DOCKETS  1,  2,  AND  3. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  16,  1921. 

Question. — (1)  Are  the  increases  specified  in  Article  IV  of  Deci- 
sion No.  2 applicable  to>  employees  of  the  Nevada  Northern  Bail- 
way  Co.  ? 

(2)  If  such  increases  are  applicable  to  the  employees  of  the  Ne- 
vada Northern  Kailway  Co.,  to  what  rates  shall  such  increases  be 
added  ? 

Employees'’  position. — The  position  of  the  employees  is  quoted  as 
follows : 

Our  contention  is  that  in  this  mining  section  mechanics  and  other  employees 
have  always  enjoyed  a higher  wage  scale  than  that  paid  in  other  industrial 
centers,  due  to  the  higher  cost  of  living,  inconveniences  due  to  isolated 
localities,  etc. 

While  the  officials  of  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway  contend  that  they  are 
not  now  nor  have  they  been  in  the  past  operating  under  Federal  control,  we 
maintain,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  they  were  members  of  the  Association  of 
Railway  Executives  and  that  this  body  represented  them  along  with  other 
roads  at  the  wage  hearings  and  at  the  time  the  wage  award  was  made,  that 
they  should  comply  with  the  decisions  as  handed  down  by  the  Railroad  Labor 
Board,  as  it  pertains  to  wages,  and  grant  the  increase  as  covered  by  Article 
IV  of  Decision  No.  2,  i.  e.,  to  add  13  cents  to  the  rate  in  effect  prior  to  May  1 
and  retroactive  to  May  1,  1920. 

As  this  company  was  paying  mechanics  84|  cents  per  hour  at  the  time  of  the 
recent  decision  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  they  (the  company) 
instead  of  applying  the  13-cent  increase  only  applied  five-eighths  of  a cent  in- 
crease, which  brought  the  rate  up  to  85  cents  per  hour,  but  it  is  our  understand- 
ing that  vv^e  should  receive  13  cents  per  hour  in  addition  to  the  84|  cents  that 
we  were  receiving  prior  to  the  award  being  granted. 
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We  also  wish  to  refer  yon  to  paragraph  No.  2,  on  page  No.  7 of  Decision  No. 
2,  which  we  believe  will  l>ear  out  our  contention. 

Carrier's  'position. — The  position  of  the  railroad  management  is 
quoted  below : 

The  Transportation  Act  (section  301)  clearly  defines  the  authority  of  the 
Labor  Board  “to  hear  and  adjust  disputes.” 

Decision  No.  2 states  that  the  decision  is  “upon  a controversy  or  dispute  be- 
tween the  organizations  of  employees  of  can-iers  and  the  carriers  named.” 

At  no  time  has  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway  Co.  had  any  contract  with 
any  of  the  organizations  representing  shop  employees.  Their  agreement  is  and 
has  been  with  their  employees  direct  through  a representative  “shop  committee.” 

At  the  time  the  Labor  Board  was  considering  the  questions  upon  whfch  De- 
cision No.  2 was  rendered  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway  Co.  had  no  dispute  of 
any  nature  with  or  affecting  its  shop  employees. 

Hence,  no  dispute  existing  Avith  their  shop  employees,  there  could  have  been 
no  such  dispute  before  the  Labor  Board  for  adjustment;  such  being  the  case, 
manifestly  there  could  have  been  no  such  decision  rendered  with  relation 
thereto. 

Subsequent  to  Decision  No.  2 having  been  rendered,  the  shop  employees  pre- 
sented demands  for  a wage  scale  which  embodied  increases  in  excess  of  those 
provided  by  such  decision,  and  these  demands  were  declined. 

While  Decision  No.  2 did  not  apply  to  Nevada  Northern  Railway  Co.,  so  far 
as  shop  employees  are  concerned,  the  management  recognized  the  purport  of 
the  decision — that  the  wages  of  all  railroad  employees  should  be  raised  to  a 
certain  standard — and  proceeded  to  comply  with  the  spirit  of  the  decision  as  set 
forth  in  letter  of  the  general  manager  dated  August  16,  1920,  addressed  to  Mr. 
T.  J.  Duddleson,  superintendent,  and  Mr.  E.  E.  Jarrett,  master  mechanic. 

The  attention  of  the  Labor  Board  is  particularly  directed  to  the  fact  that  in 
no  case  is  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway  rate  for  shop  employees  less  than  the 
Western  Pacific  Railway  rate,  and  in  many  cases  it  is  higher;  this  is  due  to 
the  fact  that  existing  rates  on  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway  were  higher  than 
the  Western  Pacific  rate  after  the  latter  had  applied  the  increases  indicated  in 
Decision  No.  2.  In  such  cases  the  Nevada  Northern  RaihA'ay  rate  was  permitted 
to  stand. 

A copy  of  letter  and  also  the  wage  list  referred  to  Avere  posted  upon  the  shop 
bulletin  board  so  that  all  employees  might  be  fully  advised.  No  protest  was 
receiA’ed  from  shop  employees  as  to  the  application  of  the  decision,  and  back  pay 
and  current  Avage  checks  have  been  accepted  to  date  Avith  no  presentation  of 
objections  until  letter  from  shop  committee  of  November  22,  1920.  The  Nevada 
Northern  Raihvay  management  considers  the  matter  as  closed  and  are  joining 
in  this  submission  only  because  of  the  instructions  contained  in  Article  No.  XIV 
of  Labor  Board  Decision  No.  2. 

In  closing,  the  management  desired  to  submit  that  “the  position  of  the  em- 
ployees” as  set  forth  above  is  in  part  erroneous  and  misleading. 

The  Nevada  Northern  Railway  is  OAAmed  by  the  Nevada  Consolidated  Cop- 
per Co.,  and  its  current  statistics  for  1920  show  that  98  per  cent  of  all  the 
tonnage  handled  by  the  railway  has  been  directly  fqr  account  of  the  copper 
company.  When  high  prices  were  being  received  for  copper,  a high  Avage  rate 
was  paid  copper  company  employees  and  the  same  relative  high  standard  was 
paid  the  railway  employees  because  of  the  railAvay  being  an  affiliated  interest 
and  not  because  of  “high  cost  of  living,  inconA^eniences  due  to  isolated  locality, 
etc.,”  as  stated.  The  locality  is  no  more  isolated  than  many  terminals  of  con- 
necting lines  and  there  are  no  greater  inconA^eniences  than  at  similar  points 
on  other  roads.  The  cost  of  living  is  reduced  by  the  Nevada  Northern  RailAA'ay 
Co.  furnishing  through  its  commissary,  at  less  than  cost,  household  necessities, 
including  groceries  and  meats,  and  furnishing  coal  to  employees  at  about  .$5 
per  ton  less  than  the  commercial  rate,  as  well  as  otherwise  serAung  employees’ 
interests  at  expense  to  the  raihvay. 

The  increases  specified  in  Article  IV  of  Decision  No.  2 are  13  and  5 cents  per 
hour  instead  of  13  cents  flat,  as  indicated  in  employees’  statement.  The  refer- 
ence only  to  increase  to  mechanics  (amounting  to  only  5 cents  per  day)  is  mis- 
leading in  such  a submission,  as  the  increase  of  5 cents  per  day  to  that  class 
of  employees  in  adjusting  to  rates  paid  on  connecting  trunk  lines  Avas  a mini- 
mum, and  increases  to  other  employees  were  in  several  instances  in  excess  of 
the  13  cents  maximum  specified  by  the  board.  The  Nevada  Northern  RaihA^ay 
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is  a “short  line”  owned  by  a co})per  company,  which  at  the  present  time  is 
operating  at  a loss  in  order  to  avoid  discharging  its  organization,  and  there  are 
not,  nor  have  there  been,  any  circumstances  or  conditions  of  living  or  location 
which  would  justify  employees  demanding  or  expecting  a higher  wage  scale  than 
that  in  force  on  a trunk  line  in  this  territory. 

Decision. — (1)  At  hearings  before  the  Labor  Board  in  April  and 
May,  1920,  in  connection  with  the  emplt^ees’  request  for  increased 
wages  and  changed  working  conditions,  E.  T.  Whiter,  representing 
the  Association  of  Railway  Executives,  certified  that  he  was  duly 
authorized  to  represent  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway  Co.,  upon 
which  certification  this  road  was  named  in  Decision  No.  2.  The 
board,  therefore,  decides  that  the  increases  provided  in  Article  IV 
of  Decision  No.  2 are  applicable  to  employees  on  that  line. 

(2)  In  view  of  the  fact  that  this  road  was  not  under  Federal  coi^ 
trol,  and  it  is  therefore  not  clear  in  what  way  Decision  No.  2 shall  be 
applied,  the  Labor  Board  decides  that  the  increases  specified  in  Arti- 
cle IV  should  be  added  to  the  rates  in  effect  on  the  Nevada  Northern 
Railway  at  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920,  and  applied  to  ail  emoloyees 
specified  in  that  article 


INTERPRETATION  NO.  21  TO  DECISION  NO.  2.— DOCKET  312. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  21,  1921. 

Question. — Shall  the  increase  of  15  cents  per  hour  specified  in  sec- 
tions 1,  2,  and  3,  Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2,  be  applied  to  labor 
foremen  in  shops  and  enginehouses  whose  duties  consist  of  super- 
vising engine  wipers,  laborers,  tool  checkers,  headlight  men,  fire  tend- 
ers, turntable  operators,  and  like  positions,  who  were  increased  under 
the  provisions  of  sections  6 and  8,  Article  III  of  Decision  No.  2? 

Statement. — Article  XII,  Decision  No.  2 of  the  Labor  Board  reads, 
in  part,  as  follows : 

The  intent  of  this  article  is  to  extend  this  decision  to  a miscellaneous  class  of 
supervisors  and  employees,  practically  impossible  of  specific  classification,  and 
at  the  same  time  insure  to  them  the  same  consideration  and  rate  increase  as  pro- 
vided for  analogous  service. 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  decides  that  analogous  service,  as  ap- 
plied to  supervisory  forces,  entitles  the  supervisors  in  question  to  a 
monthly  increase  of  not  less  than  204  times  13  cents,  or  $26.52  per 
month,  which  amount  represents  the  minimum  monthly  increase  ac- 
cruing to  any  class  of  supervisory  forces  specifically  referred  to  and 
coming  under  the  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2. 


INTERPRETATION  NO.  22  TO  DECISION  NO.  2.— DOCKET  242. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  28,  1921. 

Question. — Shall  the  daily  guaranty  for  passenger  service,  es- 
tablished by  Supplement  No.  15  to  General  Order  No.  27,  of  $6  and 
$4.25  for  engineers  and  firemen,  respectively,  be  increased  80  cents  by 
Article  VI  of  Decision  No.  2,  making  the  new  minimum  $6.80  for 
engineers  and  $5.05  for  firemen  ? 

Decision. — Yes. 
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INTERPRETATION  NO.  1 TO  DECISION  NO.  119.— MISC.  CASE  101.1. 

Chicago,  III.,  May  11,  1921. 

Question. — How  shall  carriers  and  their  employees  conduct  their 
negotiations  on  the  matters  referred  back  by  Decision  No.  119  ? 

Decision. — Decision  No.  119  does  not  attempt  to  direct  how  the  car- 
riers and  their  employees  shall  conduct  their  negotiations. 

While  Decision  No.  119  refers  the  controversy  back  to  the  in- 
dividual carriers  and  their  employees  for  negotiations,  it  does  not 
limit  or  restrict  an  individual  carrier  and  its  employees  from  going 
into  concert  with  another  carrier  and  the  duly  authorized  representa- 
tive of  its  employees,  or  any  number  of  other  carriers  and  the  duly 
authorized  representatives  of  their  employees,  for  the  purpose  of 
jointly  conducting  conferences  on  the  matters  referred  back  by  this 
decision. 


INTERPRETATION  NO.  2 TO  DECISION  NO.  119.— DOCKET  1. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  16,  1921. 

Question. — The  Railroad  Labor  Board  has  received  communica- 
tions from  Cincinnati,  Indianapolis  & Western  Railroad  Co.,  Florida 
East  Coast  Railway  Co.,  Ann  Arbor  Railroad  Co.,  Chicago  Great 
Western  Railroad  Co.,  and  Tennessee  Central  Railroad  Co.,  each 
presenting  to  the  Board,  in  substance,  the  following  inquiry: 

Does  Decision  No.  119  terminate  July  1,  1921,  the  agreements  of 
the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers,  Brotherhood  of  Locomo- 
tive Firemen  and  Enginemen,  Order  of  Railway  Conductors,  and 
Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Traimnen  with  said  carriers,  or  is  the  con- 
tention of  said  organizations  correct,  namely,  that  Decision  No.  119 
in  no  wise  affects  the  agreements,  supplements,  orders,  etc.,  executed 
with  or  issued  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  as 
applied  to  engineers,  firemen,  conductors,  trainmen,  and  yardmen,  on 
the  ground  that  no  dispute  with  regard  to  these  matters  was  before 
the  Labor  Board,  involving  said  organizations,  when  Decision  No. 
119  was  rendered? 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  did  not,  nor  could  it  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  include  in  its  Decision  No. 
119  any  matter  which  was  not  properh^  before  it  as  a dispute.  De- 
cision No.  119  did  not,  therefore,  terminate  the  existing  schedules 
or  agreements  of  the  train,  engine,  and  yard  employees  in  the  service 
of  the  carriers  involved.  Changes  in  such  schedules  or  agreements, 
however,  may  be  made  after  the  required  notice  either  by  agreement 
of  the  parties  or  by  decision  of  this  Board  after  confei'ence  between 
the  parties  and  proper  reference  in  accordance  with  the  profusions 
of  the  Transportation  Act  and  the  rules  of  the  Board. 
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INTERPRETATION  NO.  3 TO  DECISION  NO.  119.— DOCKET  399. 

Chicago,  III.,  June  22,  1921. 

Question. — Are  the  employees  comprisinj>:  Mutual  System  Federa- 
tion No.  40  of  the  Kailway  Employees’  Department,  American  P'eder- 
ation  of  Labor,  within  their  rights  in  selecting  and  duly  authorizing 
some  one  other  than  an  employee  of  the  Virginian  Railway  Co.  as 
their  agent  or  counsel  in  negotiating  an  agreement  ? 

Decision. — Yes,  Title  III  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  and 
various  decisions  by  this  Board,  including  Decision  No.  119,  clearly 
establishes  and  recognizes  the  right  of  employees  to  designate  repre- 
sentatives of  their  own  choice,  and  to  duly  authorize  such  agents  to 
represent  them  and  to  perform  all  things  for  them  and  in  their  name 
as  they  or  each  of  them  could  do  if  personally  present. 


INTERPRETATION  NO.  4 TO  DECISION  NO.  119.— MISC,  CASE  101.1, 
Chicago,  III..  June  25,  1921. 

Question.- — Does  Decision  No.  119  terminate  July  1,  1921,  the 
agreement  of  the  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  with  the  carriers 
included  in  that  decision,  or  is  the  contention  of  said  organization 
correct — namely,  that  Decision  No.  119  in  no  wise  affects  the  agree- 
ments, supplements,  orders,  etc.,  executed  with  or  issued  by  the  Unite;! 
States  Railroad  Administration,  as  applied  to  the  classes  of  employees 
covered  by  the  existing  schedules  or  agreements  negotiated  by  the 
Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers,  on  the  ground  that  no  dispute  with 
regard  to  these  matters  was  before  the  Labor  Board,  involving  said 
organization,  when  Decision  No.  119  was  rendered? 

Decision. — The  Labor  Board  did  not,  nor  could  it  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  include  in  its  Decision  No.  119 
any  matter  which  was  not  properly  before  it  as  a dispute.  Decision 
No.  119  does  not,  therefore,  terminate  the  existing  schedules  or  agree- 
ments of  the  classes  of  employees  covered  by  the  existing  schedules  or 
agreements  negotiated  by  the  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers. 
Changes  in  such  rules  or  agreements,  however,  may  be  made  after  the 
required  notice,  either  by  agreement  of  the  parties  or  by  decision  of 
this  Board  after  conference  between  the  parties  and  proper  reference 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Transportation  Act  and  the 
rules  of  the  Board. 

This  decision  is  not  to  interfere  with  agreements  reached  nor  with 
negotiations  proceeding  after  proper  notice. 


INTERPRETATION  NO.  5 TO  DECISION  NO.  119.— MISC.  CASE  101.1. 
Chicago,  III.,  June  28,  1921. 

Question. — Shall  the  employees  in  general  offices  now  covered  by 
existing  agreements  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  be  granted 
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the  right  to  negotiate  an  agreement  with  the  carrier  distinct  from 
that  negotiated  by  said  organization  ? 

Statement. — Several  disagreements  have  resulted  in  the  negotia- 
tions now  pending  under  Decision  No.  119  between  the  carriers  and 
the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Flan- 
dlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  over  the  question  of  the  right 
of  employees  in  general  offices  now  covered  by  existing  agreements 
of  this  organization  to  negotiate  their  own  agreement  independently 
of  that  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  under  circumstances  where 
the  said  organization  represents  a majority  of  all  the  clerks  and 
station  employees  in  the  service  of  the  carrier,  but  not  a majority 
of  the  general  office  force. 

In  the  case  immediately  in  question,  a majority  of  the  general 
office  force  have  expressed  a desire  not  to  be  included  in  the  agree- 
ment under  negotiations  between  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and 
Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees 
and  the  carrier,  and  have  asked  permission  to  be  allowed  to  enter 
into  a separate  agreement.  The  railroad  inquires  whether  it  shall 
grant  such  permission  and  negotiate  with  the  representatives  of  the 
general  office  force  on  this  basis. 

The  carrier  favors  such  separation  on  the  ground  that  the  general 
office  force  is  a separate  class  or  craft  and  as  such  is  entitled  to  ne- 
gotiate a separate  agreement.  The  organization  contends  that  the 
general  office  force  is  not  a separate  class  or  craft,  and  that  since 
the  organization  committee  represents  the  majority  of  the  employees 
of  the  carrier  in  clerical  and  station  serv  ice,  it  is  entitled  to  negotiate 
an  agreement  covering  all  such  employees  under  Principle  15  of 
Decision  No.  119. 

Ofini(y)i. — The  principal  reasons,  apart  from  any  personal  pref- 
erence of  the  employees,  for  favoring  the  exclusion  of  the  general 
office  force  from  the  agreement  negotiated  by  the  organization  com- 
mittee are  that  their  positions  are  of  a confidential  nature  and  that 
their  work  and  conditions  of  employment  are  sufficiently  different 
from  those  of  the  other  employees  in  clerical  and  station  service  to 
make  their  inclusion  in  the  agreement  unfair  to  the  employees  and 
inexpedient  for  the  carrier. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Labor  Board,  the  personal  office  force  of 
officials  and  confidential  positions  in  the  general  offices,  as  well  as 
other  offices,  can  and  should  be  excepted  from  the  application  of 
the  agreement.  This  can  be  done,  however,  by  placing  the  positions 
on  an  excepted  list  and  does  not  call  for  a distinct  and  separate 
agreement. 

The  conditions  of  employment  of  employees  in  the  general  offices 
now  covered  by  existing  agreements  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway 
and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Em- 
ployees are  not  sufficiently  dissimlar  to  those  of  the  other  em- 
ployees in  clerical  and  station  service  to  necessitate  two  separate 
agreements. 

The  fact  that  the  majority  of  the  employees  in  the  general  office 
force  desire  to  make  a separate  agreement  is  entitled  to  serious  con- 
sideration. Nevertheless,  under  Principle  15  of  Decision  No.  119, 
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the  preference  of  the  employees  can  not  control  unless  they  con- 
stitute a craft  or  class. 

Decision. — The  employees  in  general  offices  now  covered  by  exist- 
ing agreements  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship^Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  do  not  constitute, 
within  the  meaning  of  Principle  15  of  Decision  No.  119  a craft  or 
class  separate  and  different  from  other  employees  in  clerical  and 
station  service.  They  should,  therefore,  be  included  within  the  agree- 
ment to  be  made  between  the  carrier  and  the  organization  represent- 
ing the  majority  of  the  employees  in  clerical  and  station  service. 
This  decision  will  not  operate  to  prevent  the  exclusion  of  the  per- 
sonal office  force  and  confidential  positions  in  the  general  offices  from 
the  application  of  the  agreement. 


INTERPRETATION  NO.  1 TO  ADDENDUM  NO.  2 TO  DECISION 
NO.  119.— DOCKETS  1,  2,  AND  3. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

Question. — («)  What  is  the  proper  compensation  for  time  worked 
outside  of  the  established  day  of  eight  hours,  July  1 to  August  15, 
1921,  inclusive? 

(6)  What  is  the  proper  compensation  for  time  worked  by  hourly- 
paid  employees  for  service  rendered  on  Sundays  and  the  designated 
holidays,  July  1 to  August  15,  1921,  inclusive? 

(c)  What  is  the  proper  compensation  for  monthly-paid  employees 
for  service  rendered  on  Sundays  and  the  seven  designated  holidays, 
July  1 to  August  15,  1921,  inclusive? 

Statement. — A number  of  disputes  have  been  presented  to  the 
Labor  Board  involving  payment  for  time  worked  as  outlined  in  the 
preceding  question.  These  disputes  arose  largely  through  misunder- 
standings of  the  language  contained  in  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision 
No.  iia 

Decision. — (<2)  The  overtime  rate  specified  in  the  first  paragraph 
of  rule  6,  Decision  No.  222,  shall  apply  for  time  worked  outside  of 
the  established  day  of  eight  hours,  July  1 to  August  15,  1921,  in- 
clusive, except  on  roads  and  for  classes  of  employees  having  a more 
favorable  method  of  payment  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  any  sup- 
plement to  General  Order  No.  27  promulgated  by  the  United  States 
Railroad  Administration,  or  who  had  reached  an  agreement  pursuant 
to  Decision  No.  119  providing  a more  favorablev method  of  payment; 
in  either  event  the  more  favorable  method  of  payment  shall  apply. 

(h)  The  second  paragraph  of  rule  6,  Decision  No.  222,  shall  apply 
for  service  rendered  by  hourly-rated  employees  on  Sundays  and  the 
designated  holidays,  July  1 to  August  15,  1921,  inclusive,  except  on 
roads  and  for  classes  of  employees  having  a more  favorable  method 
of  payment  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  any  supplement  to  General 
Order  No.  27  promulgated  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Adminis- 
tration, or  who  had  reached  an  agreement  pursuant  to  Decision  No. 
119  providing  a more  favorable  method  of  payment;  in  either  event 
the  more  favorable  method  of  payment  shall  apply. 


IN  TEKPRETATIONS. 
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(c)  The  provisions  of  rule  15  of  Decision  No.  222  shall  apply  for  the 
period  July  1 to  August  15,  1921,  inclusive,  except  on  roads  and  for 
classes  of  employees  having  a more  favorable  method  of  payment 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  any  supplement  to  General  Order  No. 
27  promulgated  by  the  United  States  Kailroad  Adminstration,  or 
■svho  had  reached  an  agreement  i^roviding  a more  favorable  method 
of  payment ; in  either  event  the  more  favorable  method  of  payment 
shall  apply. 

Employees  who  were  compensated  on  a less  favorable  basis  than 
outlined  in  the  three  preceding  paragraphs  shall  be  reimbursed  to  the 
extent  that  they  have  suffered  a wage  loss  for  the  period  July  1 to 
August  15, 1921,  inclusive,  account  of  such  improper  application. 


PART  4 


APPENDIX  ::  1921 

SHOWING  REGULATIONS  OF  THE  LABOR  BOARD  AND 
DECISIONS  OF  THE  ADJUSTMENT  BOARDS,  ALSO 
COURT  DECISIONS  AND  REGULATIONS  OF  THE  IN- 
TERSTATE COMMERCE  COMMISSION  IN  RESPECT  TO 
TITLE  III  OF  THE  TRANSPORTATION  ACT,  1920 
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ANNOUNCEMENTS  OF  THE  LABOR  BOARD. 


ANNOUNCEMENT. 

Chicago,  111.,  Fehruary  9,  1921. 

The  Board  has  considered  the  request  of  the  Association  of  Rail- 
way Executives  as  presented  on  January  31,  1921,  and  has  made  its 
decision  thereon. 

In  order  that  the  reasons  for  this  decision  may  be  understood,  a 
statement  of  the  history  of  the  present  dispute — which  relates  to  the 
agreements,  rules,  and  working  conditions  entered  into  or  authorized 
by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  and  their  justice  and 
reasonableness — is  necessary. 

On  February  28,  1920,  the  Transportation  Act  became  law.  This 
act  created  the  Labor  Board  and  imposed  upon  it  the  duty  of  deciding 
disputes  between  carriers  and  their  employees.  Section  307  (d)  of 
the  act  provides  that  all  the  decisions  of  the  Labor  Board  in  respect 
to  wages,  salaries,  and  working  conditions  of  employees  of  carriers 
shall  establish  rates  of  wages  and  salaries  and  standards  of  working 
conditions  which  in  the  opinion  of  the  Board  are  just  and  reasonable. 
Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  the  organizations  of 
railroad  employees  made  certain  requests  for  increases  in  wages  and 
for  changes  in  working  conditions.  These  requests  were  submitted  to 
a conference  between  representatives  of  the  carriers  and  of  the  or- 
ganizations concerned,  which  conference  took  place  on  March  10, 
1920,  and  continued  to  April  1.  The  conference  resulted  in  complete 
failure  to  agree,  and  the  parties  accordingly  referred  the  entire  con- 
troversy, which  included  the  question  of  reasonable  rules  and  working 
conditions  as  well  as  wages,  to  this  Board. 

This  Board  in  its  Decision  No.  2 of  July  20,  1920,  decided  what 
wages  constituted  just  and  reasonable  wages  for  the  employees  of 
carriers  parties  to  the  dispute.  The  action  of  the  Board  with  regard 
to  that  part  of  the  dispute  which  did  not  relate  to  wages  is  set  out 
in  Decision  No.  2,  as  follows : 

There  are  in  the  dispute  as  presented  questions  involving  rules  and  working 
conditions,  some  of  which  are  interwoven  with  and  materially  affect  earnings 
and  wages.  Adequate  investigation  and  consideration  of  these  questions  would 
demand  time.  Existing  conditions  required  that  the  Board  should  make  as 
early  decision  of  the  wage  question  as  practicable.  For  that  reason,  it  has 
been  necessary — and  both  parties  to  the  controversy  have  indicated  it  to  be 
their  judgment  and  wish — that  the  Board  should  separate  the  questions  in- 
volving rules  and  working  conditions  from  the  wage  questions.  Accordingly, 
the  Board  has  not  undertaken  herein  to  consider  or  change  the  rules  and  agree- 
ments now  existing  or  in  force  by  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad 
Administration  or  otherwise,  and  this  decision  will  be  so  understood  and  applied. 
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The  Board  assumes  as  the  basis  of  this  decision  the  coiitiiiiiance  in  full  force 
and  effect  of  the  rules,  working  conditions,  and  agreements  in  force  under  the 
authority  of  the  United  States  Jiiailroad  Administration.  Pending  the  ])resenta- 
tion,  consideration,  and  determination  of  the  questions  pertaining  to  the  con- 
tinuation or  modification  of  such  rules,  conditions,  and  agreements,  no  changes 
therein  shall  be  made  except  by  agreement  between  the  carrier  and  employees 
concerned.  As  to  all  questions  with  reference  to  the  continuation  or  modifica- 
tion of  such  rules,  working  conditions,  and  agreements,  further  hearings  will  be 
had  at  the  earliest  practicable  date,  and  decision  thereon  will  be  rendered  as 
soon  as  adequate  consideration  can  be  given. 

On  December  18,  1920,  this  Board  notified  the  parties  to  the  dispute 
that  a hearing  of  that  portion  of  the  dispute  Avhich  was  submitted 
to  the  Board  on  April  15, 1920,  and  which  was  not  decided  in  Decision 
No.  2,  which  said  undecided  portion  of  the  dispute  related  to  rules 
and  working  conditions,  would  be  heard  beginning  Monday,  January 
10,  1921.  ^ 

Accordingly,  on  that  date  the  representative  of  the  carriers  pre- 
sented evidence  and  argument  tending  to  show  that  the  rules  and 
working  conditions  embodied  in  the  agreements  entered  into  by  the 
director  general  and  the  several  organizations  of  railroad  employees 
were  in  many  respects  unjust  and  unreasonable  and  continued  to 
present  evidence  and  arguments  as  stated  until  February  3,  1921. 

On  January  31,  1921,  the  chairman  of  the  labor  committee  of  the 
Association  of  Railway  Executives  appeared  before  the  Board  and 
urged  that  this  Board  at  once  take  the  following  action  in  order  to 
avoid  a financial  catastrophe  to  the  railroads: 

First,  that  the  national  agreements,  rules,  and  working  conditions 
entered  into  or  authorized  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Adminis- 
tration be  terminated  at  once;  that  the  question  of  reasonable  rules 
and  working  conditions  be  remanded  for  negotiations  between  each 
carrier  and  its  own  employees ; and  that  as  the  basis  of  such  negotia- 
tions, the  agreements,  rules,  and  working  conditions  in  effect  as  of 
December  31,  1917,  be  reestablished. 

Second,  that  the  Board  set  aside  its  decision  expressed  in  Decision 
No.  2 as  to  what  constitutes  just  and  reasonable  wages  for  unskilled 
labor  and  that  it  substitute  the  prevailing  rate  of  wages  in  the  various 
territories  served  by  any  carrier. 

Section  307  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  provides : 

All  the  decisions  of  the  Labor  Board  in  respect  to  wages  or  salaries  and 
* * * in  respect  to  working  conditions  of  employees  or  subordinate  officials 

of  carriers  shall  establish  rates  of  wages  and  salaries  and  standards  of  working 
conditions  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Board,  are  just  and  reasonable. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  Board  can  not  assume  without  evidence  of 
the  justness  and  reasonableness  of  the  agreements,  rules,  and  work- 
ing conditions  in  effect  on  each  railroad  as  of  December  31,  1917, 
that  such  agreements,  rules,  and  working  conditions  would  constitute 
just  and  reasonable  rules  and  working  conditions  to-day  on  railroads 
parties  to  the  present  dispute.  To  make  such  a decision  without  evi- 
dence and  careful  consideration  would  be  an  abdication  of  the  func- 
tions of  this  Board  and  would  frustrate  the  purposes  of  the  Trans- 
portation Act. 

It  is  the  judgment  of  the  Board,  therefore,  that  the  request  of  the 
Association  of  Railway  Executives  for  the  immediate  termination  of 
existing  rules  must  be,  and  is,  accordingly  denied. 
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The  duty  is  imposed  upon  this  Board  by  the  Transportation  Act 
of  determining  just  and  reasonable  wages  and  working  conditions 
for  employees  of  carriers.  All  questions  involving  the  expense  of 
operation  or  necessities  of  railroads  and  the  amount  of  money  neces- 
sary to  secure  the  successful  operation  thereof  are  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion, not  of  this  Board  but  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

This  Board  is  not  insensible,  however,  of  the  fact  that  the  national 
agreements,  rules,  and  working  conditions  which  are  the  subject 
matter  of  the  dispute  now  being  heard  by  the  Board  do  effect  the 
expenditures  of  the  railroads.  If  any  of  these  rules  and  working 
conditions  are  unjust  and  unreasonable,  they  constitute  an  unwar- 
ranted burden  upon  the  railroads  and  upon  the  public.  It  is  there- 
fore the  duty  of  this  Board  to  use  the  utmost  practicable  expedition, 
consistent  with  the  necessary  time  for  hearing  and  consideration,  in 
determining  whether  any  of  the  rules  and  working  conditions  now 
in  effect  are  unreasonable.  The  Board  is  endeavoring  to  perform  this 
obligation  and  will  be  better  able  to  succeed  in  doing  so  if  it  is  not 
further  interrupted  by  the  introduction  of  unwarranted  demands  by 
either  party. 

Tlie  Board  must  also  den}^  the  request  of  the  Association  of  Bail- 
way Executives  as  presented  by  the  chairman  of  its  labor  committee 
that  so  much  of  Decision  No.  2 as  fixed  wages  for  unskilled  labor  be 
set  aside  and  the  prevailing  rates  of  wages  in  the  various  territories 
served  by  any  carrier  substituted. 

The  boundaries  of  the  power  of  this  Board  to  decide  controver- 
sies between  railroads  and  their  employees  are  set  out  in  section  307 
of  the  Transportation  Act.  Section  307  (6)  provides: 

The  Labor  Board,  upon  the  application  of  the  chief  executive  of  any  carrier 
* * * shall  receive  for  hearing  and  as  soon  as  practicable  and  with  due 

diligence  decide  all  disputes  with  respect  to  the  wages  or  salaries  of  employees 
not  decided  as  provided  in  section  301. 

Section  301  provides  that  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  all  carriers  and 
their  officers,  employees,  and  agents  to  consider  disputes  in  confer- 
ence between  representatives  designated  and  authorized  so  to  confer 
by  the  carriers  or  the  employees  or  subordinate  officials  thereof  di- 
rectly interested  in  the  disputes.  If  the  dispute  is  not  decided  in 
conference,  it  shall  be  referred  by  the  parties  to  the  Bailroad  Labor 
Board. 

It  does  not  appear  that  there  has  been  any  attempt  on  the  part  of 
the  Association  of  Bailway  Executives  to  secure  conference  with  rep- 
resentatives of  the  unskilled  laborers  directly  interested  in  this  con- 
troversy. 

The  Board  is  therefore  without  jurisdiction  to  take  the  action  re- 
quested. 


ANNOUNCEMENT. 

Chicago,  III.,  August  IS,  1921. 

The  Labor  Board  has  noted  the  several  statements  of  the  positions 
of  the  representatives  of  employees  made  during  the  present  hearing 
to  the  effect  that  they  are  entitled  to  a further  separate  and  distinct 
hearing  in  open  meeting  before  the  Board  on  each  and  every  dispute 
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as  to  any  and  all  rules  and  Avorking  conditions  now  before  the  Board, 
or  which  may  hereafter  come  before  the  Board,  without  regard  to 
and  notwithstanding  the  hearings  that  have  already  and  heretofore 
been  had  on  these  subjects  by  the  Board.  In  view  of  these  state- 
ments and  demands  for  further  hearings,  the  Board  deems  it  proper 
in  order  to  prevent  any  misunderstanding,  to  make  a formal  an- 
nouncement at  this  time  of  its  position  and  the  course  it  proposes  to 
pursue. 

When  the  Labor  Board  first  took  up  for  hearing  the  dispute  which 
had  been  pending  before  the  bipartisan  board,  representatives  of 
employees  asked  that  the  national  agreements  made  with  representa- 
tives of  employees  by  the  Director  General  during  Federal  control 
be  continued,  and  said  that  they  would  at  least  assume  that  these 
agreements  would  be  continued  in  effect.  The  representatives  of 
the  carriers  took  the  position  that  only  the  wage  question  was  or 
could  be  before  the  Board  because  only  that  question  had  been  be- 
fore the  bipartisan  board,  and  that  the  subject  of  rules  and  work- 
ing conditions  had  not  been  a subject  of  conference  betAveen  the 
parties  interested.  The  hearing  proceeded  and  pending  that  hear- 
ing representatives  of  employees  sought  conference  with  the  carriers 
on  the  subject  of  the  continuance  of  the  national  agreements,  and 
upon  such  conferences  being  declined,  the  representatives  of  the 
employees  brought  the  matter  before  the  Labor  Board  by  written 
applications,  or,  as  termed  by  them,  certifications.  Both  parties 
agreed  it  was  desirable,  if  not  necessary,  to  decide  the  wage  question 
first  and  this  the  Board  did  in  its  Decision  No.  2,  and  reserved  its  de- 
cision on  rules  and  working  conditions,  saying : 

As  to  all  questions  with  reference  to  the  continuation  or  modification  of  such 
rules,  working  conditions  and  agreements,  further  hearings  will  be  had  at  the 
earliest  practicable  date  and  decisions  thereon  will  be  rendered  as  soon  as 
adequate  consideration  can  be  giA^en. 

Pending  such  further  consideration  and  decision,  the  Labor  Board 
directed  that  the  national  agreements  should  be  continued  in  effect. 
On  January  10,  1921,  after  notice  to  both  sides  the  Board  resumed 
the  hearing  on  the  subject  of  rules  and  working  conditions.  Both 
sides  were  given  full  opportunity  and  allowed  the  widest  latitude  to 
present  all  the  evidence  and  arguments  they  might  think  proper  or 
pertinent  on  these  subjects  relating  to  rules  and  working  conditions. 

The  discussion  took  a wide  range  and  an  immense  amount  of  evi- 
dence, oral  (which  was  taken  down  and  transcribed  for  permanent 
record  of  the  Board)  and  written,  documents,  expert  opinions  and 
all  kinds  of  data  and  statistics  were  submitted  and  have  been  con- 
sidered by  the  Board. 

In  this  hearing  the  Eailway  Employees^  Department,  American 
Federation  of  Labor,  represented  by  Mr.  Jewell,  and  representatives 
of  all  labor  organizations  parties  to  that  case  were  heard,  and  the 
matters  under  consideration  were  fully  discussed.  The  employees 
were  especially  insisting  on  a continuance  of  the  national  agreements 
and  a general  standardization  of  rules. 

Pending  this  hearing  and  on  April  14,  1921,  the  Board  rendered 
its  Decision  No.  119.  In  that  decision,  among  other  things,  it  di- 
rected that  its  direction  in  Dicision  No.  2 extending  the  rules  and 
Avorkin^  conditions  and  agreements  in  force  under  the  authority  of 
the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  should  cease  and  termi- 
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nate  July  1,  1921.  It  called  upon  the  representatives  of  the  em- 
ployees and  the  several  carriers  to  confer  and  decide  on  so  much 
of  the  dispute  relating  to  rules  and  working  conditions  as  it  might 
be  possible  for  them  to  decide,  and  report  as  early  as  possible  their 
agreements  and  disagreements.  It  reserved  the  right  on  conditions 
named  to  make  a further  extension  of  the  national  agreements  or 
to  terminate  them  at  an  earlier  date.  It  announced  that  the  Board 
would  promulgate  such  rules  as  it  determined  were  just  and  reason- 
able as  soon  after  Jul}^  1,  1921,  as  reasonably  possible,  and  make 
them  effective  as  of  July  1,  1921,  and  applicable  to  those  classes  of 
employees  of  carriers  parties  to  that  case  for  whom  rules  had  not 
been  arrived  at  by  agreement.  It  also  decided  and  announced : 

The  hearings  in  this  dispute  will  necessarily  proceed  in  order  that  the  Labor 
Board  may  be  in  position  to  decide  with  reasonable  promptness  rules  which  it 
may  be  necessary  to  promulgate  under  section  3 above. 

In  this  connection  we  call  attention  to  the  direction  of  the  Trans- 
portation Act,  section  308,  which  reads : 

The  Labor  Board ‘shall  investigate  and  study  the  relations  between  carriers 
and  their  employees,  particularly  questions  relating  to  wages,  hours  of  labor, 
and  other  conditions  of  employment  and  the  respective  privileges,  rights,  and 
duties  of  carriers  and  employees,  and  shall  gather,  compile,  classify,  digest, 
and  publish,  from  time  to  time,  data  and  information  relating  to  such  ques- 
tions to  the  end  that  the  Labor  Board  may  be  properly  equipped  to  perform 
its  duties  under  this  title  * * *. 

In  accordance  tvith  this  direction,  which  we  assumed  was  fully 
understood,  the  hearings  were  continued  and  full  opportunity  given 
to  all  parties  to  present  their  respective  positions,  evidence,  and  ar- 
guments. The  hearings  were  continued  as  long  as  either  party  ex- 
pressed a desire  to  submit  further  matter. 

On  May  11,  1921,  Mr.  Jewell,  representing  the  employees,  an- 
nounced at  the  public  hearing,  “ This  will  complete  our  case  on  rules 
covering  working  conditions,  with  the  exception  of  the  subject  of 
piecework  against  daily  work.  Our  exhibits  and  replies  to  man- 
agement exhibits  have  not  as  yet  been  completed  and  will  not  be 
for  a brief  time.”  And  he  further  stated  that  when  the  dispute 
with  reference  to  piecework  against  daily  work  comes  before  the 
Board  as  result  of  disputes  arising  in  conferences  to  be  conducted, 
they  should  have  an  oral  hearing  on  that  question. 

Mr.  Jewell  was  told  that  a further  oral  hearing  would  be  granted 
on  the  subject  of  piecework.  In  order  that  there  might  be  no  mis- 
understanding about  this,  the  hearing  which  has  just  been  concluded 
was  granted,  and  full  opportunity  has  been  given  for  representa- 
tives to  present  their  evidence  and  views  on  the  subject  of  piece- 
work. 

Besides  all  the  evidence  that  has  been  submitted  by  the  respec- 
tive parties  on  all  these  rules  and  Avorking  conditions  the  Board  has 
access  to  a large  field  of  information  from  which  data,  statistics, 
etc.,  are  gathered,  analyzed,  and  compiled,  by  its  own  office  forces, 
which  include  men  especially  expert  along  these  lines.  Moreover, 
the  Board  is  in  possession  of  the  reports  issued  by  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  and  many  other  governmental  and  state 
agencies,  which  work  in  these  fields. 

Subsequent  to  the  issuance  of  Decision  No.  119,  the  Board  is- 
sued to  the  parties  certain  directions  as  to  how  their  reports  of  the 
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results  of  the  conferences  should  be  formulated  and  submitted  to 
the  Board.  They  were  directed  to  report  in  separate  columns  the 
rules  agreed  on,  the  rules  proposed  b}^  the  employees,  and  the  rules 
proposed  by  the  carrier  not  agreed  to.  Each  party  was  allowed 
and  requested  to  submit  with  and  under  the  proposed  rule  not 
agreed  to  any  supporting  statement  or  argument  which  it  was  de- 
sired the  Board  should  consider.  Under  these  directions  many  con- 
ferences have  been  had,  reports  made  and  disputes  submitted,  and 
other  conferences  are  pending  of  which  reports  will  be  made  and 
from  which  disputes  will  be  submitted. 

All  these  hearings  were  had,  steps  taken  and  directions  given 
in  order  that  the  Board  might  act  with  reasonable  promptness  on 
these  matters.  On  the  2Tth  of  June  the  Board  finding  that  wliile 
many  conferences  had  been  held  and  reports  submitted,  many  con- 
ferences required  had  not  been  held  or  reports  submitted,  and  the 
Board  had  not  been  able  to  consider  or  act  on  the  disputes  that  had 
been  submitted,  the  majority  of  the  Board  thought  it  necessary  to 
take  further  action  on  the  matter  and  did  so,  issuing  Addendum 
No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119.  In  this  addendum  and  announcement  as 
a modus  vivendi  it  further  extended  the  effect  of  the  national  agree- 
ments with  certain  modifications  mentioned  until  such  time  as  it 
was  possible  to  make  a decision  or  decisions  thereon.  In  accord- 
ance with  previous  announcements,  it  was  then  the  purpose  of  the 
Board  to  render  decisions  on  all  disputes  submitted  as  early  as 
practicable. 

The  Board  has  had  this  subject  before  it  for  many  months  and 
has  given  the  fullest  opportunity  to  all  parties  interested  to  be 
heard  and  to  present  all  the  evidence  and  argument  desired.  Tlie 
Board  feels  that  the  direction  of  the  statute  ivhich  entitles  parties 
interested  to  be  heard  has  been  fully  complied  with. 

As  stated  in  Decision  No.  119,  many  of  the  rules  are  of  a general 
character,  the  evidence  and  arguments  submitted  on  one  road  being 
applicable  to  all.  All  the  roads  and  all  classes  have  been  heard 
on  all  these  subjects.  In  the  disputes  submitted  on  the  several 
roads  arguments  have  been  allowed  and  submitted  by  the  parties 
in  behalf  of  their  several  contentions,  which  it  must  be  assumed 
present  any  evidence  and  reasons  peculiarly  applicable  to  each  par- 
ticular carrier  and  class. 

In  view  of  the  Board’s  action  in  Addendum  No.  2,  extending  the 
national  agreements  until  a decision  can  be  rendered,  the  Board 
considers  that  to  grant  the  employees’  request  or  demand  for  fur- 
ther hearings  on  each  and  every  dispute,  whether  on  piecework  or 
other  subject  in  the  cases  on  rules  and  working  conditions,  now  be- 
fore the  Board,  or  that  may  hereafter  be  brought  before  it  by  those 
parties  to  Decision  No.  119  on  the  reference  made  in  that  case,  would 
result  in  unjustifiable  and  unnecessary  delay  and  be  a great  injus- 
tice to  the  parties  interested. 

The  Board  therefore  proposes  to  dispose  of  these  disputes 
without  further  or  other  hearing,  and  will  not  grant  such  as  a mat- 
ter of  right.  But  if  in  any  special  case  or  on  any  particular  rule  or 
dispute  the  Board  shall  consider  further  information  or  even  a fur- 
ther open  hearing  desirable  or  necessary  to  a full  understanding 
and  a just  decision,  the  Board  will  so  direct  of  its  own  motion  and 
give  all  parties  interested  due  notice. 
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St.  Louis  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Missouri  & North  Arkansas  Railroad  Co. 

[District  Court  Eastern  District  of  Arkansas,  W.  D.,  February  21,  1921.] 

Trieber,  District  Judge:  The  receiver  appointed  by  the  court  in 
this  cause  has  filed  a petition  asking  for  advice.  In  the  petition 
it  is  alleged  that  effective  Februaiy  1,  1921,  after  consultation  with 
the  judge  of  this  court,  and  by  his  direction,  the  scale  of  wages  of 
all  officers  and  employees  of  the  Missouri  8c  North  Arkansas  Rail- 
road Co.  was  reduced  to  the  basis  in  effect  April  30,  1920;  that 
objections  to  said  reductions  have  been  filed  by  certain  classes  of 
employees  through  their  recognized  representatives,  and  the  receiver 
asked  To  continue  the  scale  of  wages  existing  by  direction  of  the 
United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  in  its  Decision  No.  2,  Vvdiich 
became  effective  May  1,  1920.  Attached  to  the  petition  is  a very 
elaborate  report  of  the  condition  of  this  railway  ever  since  it  was 
organized  down  to  date.  Exhibits  are  filed  showing  the  income  and 
operating  expenses  from  1907,  when  the  road  was  built,  to  December, 

1920,  and  an  itemized  statement  of  the  earnings  and  expenditures  for 
the  years  1919  and  1920,  the  deficit  for  the  month  of  January,  1921, 
the  operating  ratios  for  the  years  1919  and  1920,  and  the  salaries 
and  wages  paid  to  the  employees  in  all  the  departments. 

F rom  the  statements  filed  it  is  shown  that,  from  the  time  the  road 
was  built  and  placed  in  operation  to  this  date,  there  has  never 
been  a dividend  paid  to  the  stockholders,  not  a dollar  of  interest  ha.s 
ever  been  paid  on  the  bonds,  and  that  there  has  been  a net  loss 
of  $2,445,884.24  from  the  operation  of  the  road.  Omitting  the 
deficit  while  the  road  was  under  the  control  of  the  Government, 
which  amounted  to  $1,168,644,  the  operation  of  the  road,  since  the 
appointment  of  the  receiver,  including  the  interest  paid  on  the  re- 
ceiver’s certificates,  the  expenditures  of  operation  to  January  1, 

1921,  exceeded  the  gross  earnings  $985,898.20. 

When  the  road  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver  in  the 
foreclosure  proceedings  by  the  mortgagee  in  this  action,  the  road 
was  in  ?uch  condition  that  if  could  not  be  operated  with  safety. 
A great  many  of  the  ties  were  rotten;  more  than  40  per  cent  of 
the  rails  were  worn  out;  the  bridges  were  in  an  unsafe  condition; 
there  was  little  rolling  stock,  and  not  sufficient  locomotives  to  operate 
the  road.  After  a hearing,  the  court  authorized  the  issuance  of 
receiver’s  certificates  in  order  to  make  the  road  safe  for  operation. 
A little  over  $2,000,000  of  receiver’s  certificates  were  issued,  the 
mortgagee  assenting  that  they  be  declared  a lien  prior  to  that  of 
the  mortgage.  As  the  earnings  were  not  always  sufficient  to  pay 
the  interest,  after  payment  of  operating  expenses  and  taxes,  some 
additional  receiver’s  certificates  had  to  be  sold  in  order  to  meet 
the  interest.  There  has  been  a deficit  in  the  operation  of  the  road 
since  the  road  was  turned  back  by  the  Government  to  the  receiver, 
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but  as  the  Government  paid  the  deficit  up  to  September  1,  it  is  only 
necessary  to  consider  deficits  since  then,  which  amounted  to 
$412,702.20.  The  deficit  for  the  month  of  January,  1921,  amounted 
to  $56,015.66.  The  monthly  reports  filed  by  the  receiver  in  court, 
and  which  are  open  to  the  public,  show  these  deficits.  These  deficits 
can  not  be  met,  as  no  money  can  be  borrowed  at  any  price. 

It  is  also  shown  that  considerable  expenditures  will  be  necessary  to 
put  the  road  in  condition  to  operate  it  with  safety.  It  will  require 
about  1,000  tons  of  rails  to  replace  those  Trorn  out.  Additional 
rolling  stock  will  have  to  be  purchased  and  other  expenditures  made, 
which  are  absolutely  necessary  if  the  road  is  to  be  operated. 

The  receiver’s  certificates  heretofore  issued  are  practically  without 
a market,  and  if  any  new  certificates  are  issued  they  could  not  be  sold 
at  any  price.  But,  even  if  there  were  a market  for  them  at  some 
price,  the  court  would  be  disinclined  to  authorize  a sale  of  them, 
knowing  that  the  interest  thereon  could  not  be  paid.  Courts  must 
be  just  as  honest  as  corporations  and  individuals,  and  if  it  incurs  a 
debt  it  must  see  its  way  clear  to  be  able  to  pay  at  least  the  interest 
on  it.  To  do  otherwise  would  be  practicing  a fraud  on  the  lenders. 
For  this  reason,  to  attempt  to  borrow  money  on  additional  receiver’s 
certificates,  assuming  they  could  be  sold,  is  out  of  the  question. 

Only  one  of  two  remedies  is  left:  To  stop  the  operation  of  the 
road  or  to  cut  down  expenses  wherever  it  is  possible.  To  cease 
operating  the  road  ought  only  to  be  resorted  to  if  no  other  remedy  is 
left.  Industries  have  been  established  along  the  road  in  reliance  on 
the  operation  of  the  railway.  These  industries  are  entirely  depend- 
ent on  this  road  to  obtain  raw  material  and  to  ship  to  the  market  the 
finished  material.  Without  this  road  being  operated  the  investments 
in  these  industries  would  be  absolutely  destroyed.  Many  of  the 
farmers  residing  along  the  road,  and  large  numbers  of  others  who 
have  purchased  lands  and  settled  along  the  road,  have  planted 
valuable  apple  orchards  and  have  no  other  means  of  sending  their 
product  to  market  except  this  road.  To  deprive  them  of  the  means  of 
marketing  the  fruit  means  the  destruction  of  the  orchards.  The 
court  Vvmuld  therefore  not  be  justified  to  stop  the  operation  of  the 
road  if  it  is  at  all  possible  to  continue  its  operation.  Therefore  the 
only  other  remedy  left  is  to  reduce  the  salaries  and  wages  of  the  em- 
ployees at  the  same  time,  if  it  can  be  done,  Avithout  reducing  them 
below  a level  which  will  enable  them  to  provide  for  themselves  and 
their  families.  The  salary  of  the  receiver,  who  is  also  the  general 
manager  of  the  road,  has  been  reduced  by  the  court  20  per  cent,  and 
has  been  accepted  by  the  receiver. 

The  important  question  is  whether,  in  view  of  these  facts,  which 
are  indisputable,  the  receiver  would  be  subject  to  punishment  under 
the  provisions  of  section  312  of  the  Transportation  Act  of  February 
28,  1920,  ch.  91,  41  Stat.  p.  473.  It  may  be  conceded  that  the  act  is  a 
constitutional  exercise  of  the  powers  granted  by  the  Constitution  to 
Congress.  But  it  is  not  conclusive  that  a carrier,  whose  earnings  are 
insufficient  to  pay  the  wages  established  by  the  Kailroad  Labor 
Board,  and  unable  to  obtain  by  loans  the  money  necessary  to  comply 
with  its  order,  can  be  punished  for  failing  to  comply  with  the  order. 

To  require  it  to  continue  in  business  at  a loss  is  beyond  the  powers 
of  Congress  or  a State.  In  Brooks-Scanlon  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commis- 
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sion  of  Louisiana,  251  U.  S.  396,  40  Sup.  Ct.  183;  64  L.  Ed.  323,  the 
act  of  the  State  of  Louisiana  requiring  a carrier  to  continue  the  op- 
eration of  a road  at  a loss  was  held  to  be  unconstitutional,  as  depriv- 
ing the  carrier  of  its  property.  'While  the  opinion  fails  to  state  that 
the  invalidity  is  by  reason  of  the  fourteenth  amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  it  could  rest  on  no  other  ground. 
Iteaffirmed  in  Bullock  t\  State  of  Florida,  254  L^.  S.  — . 41  J^ip.  Ct. 
193,  65  L.  Ed.  — . 

Tn  this  case,  the  Transportation  Act  having  been  enacted  by  Con- 
gress, the  fourteenth  amendment  would  not  apply;  but  the  fifth 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  does  apply  to  acts  of  Congress.  As 
the  language  used  in  both  of  these  amendments  is  the  same,  the  same 
rule  of  construction  must  be  applied  to  one  as  to  the  other.  As 
stated  in  Twining  v.  New  Jersev,  211  JJ.  S.  78,  101,  29  Sup.  Ct.  14,  20; 
(53  L.  Ed.  97)  : 

If  any  different  meaning  of  the  same  words  (referring  to  the  fifth  amend- 
ment) as  they  are  used  in  the  fourteenth  amendment  can  be  conceived,  none 
has  yet  appeared  in  judicial  decisions. 

That  it  does  so  apply  has  been  conclusively^  determined  in  Fort 
Smith  & Western  E.  E.  Co.  th  Mills,  253  U.  S.‘  206,  40  Sup.  Ct.  526; 
64  L.  Ed.  862.  In  that  case  the  question  before  the  court  was  whether 
a railroad,  not  quite  as  badly  situated  as  the  Missouri  & Xorth 
Arkansas  Eailroad  is,  can  be  compelled  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  Congress  known  as  the  Adamson  law,'  39  Stat.  721, 
(Comp.  St.,  pars.  860a-860d),  and  it  was  held  that,  although  that  act 
had  been  held  to  be  constitutional  in  Wilson  New,  243  V.  S.  332, 
37  Sup.  Ct.  298;  61  L.  Ed.  755,  L.  E.  A.  1917E,  938,  Ann.  Cas.  1918A, 
1026: 

It  was  not  decided  that  there  might  not  be  circumstances  to  which  the  act 
could  not  be  applied  consistently  with  the  fifth  amendment,  or  that  the  act  in 
spite  of  its  universal  language  must  be  construed  to  reach  literally  every  carrier 
by  railroad  subject  to  the  act  to  regulate  commerce. 

It  is  true  in  that  case  both  parties,  the  emjfloyer  and  employees, 
Avished  to  go  on  as  before,  the  recei^'er  having  made  satisfactory 
terms  with  its  men.  In  the  instant  case  some  of  the  employees  have 
quit  work  and  the  others  are  protesting  against  the  reduction  of 
their  Avages.  But  the  places  of  those  who  haA^e  declined  to  continue 
their  employment  haA^e  been  filled  by  others  equally  competent  and 
efficient,  who  are  Avilling  to  accept  the  wages  oferecl  by  the  receiA^er, 
and,  should  the  other  employees  see  proper  to  quit,  the  receiver  as- 
sures the  court  that  he  can  fill  their  places,  having  many  applica- 
tions from  competent  men,  who  are  willing  to  accept  employment 
at  the  wages  offered. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  court  the  receiA^er  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  pay  the  wages  in  force  prior  to  April  30,  1920.  (270  F.  796.) 

Birmingham  Trust  & Sa\4ngs  Co.  v.  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Rail- 

Avay  Co. 

[Di.strict  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  March  20,  1921.] 

Sibley,  District  Judge:  A creditor,  holding  a debt  not  due,  but 
secured  by  bonds  having  past-due  coupons,  filed  a bill  in  behalf  of 
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itself  and  other  creditors  against  tlie  Atlanta,  Birminpfham  & At- 
lantic Eailway  Co.,  alleging  insolvency  and  continued  inal)ility  to 
earn  operating  expenses,  whereby  statutory  liens  for  materials  and 
labor  were  being  accumulated  in  large  amounts  having  preference 
over  the  mortgages  securing  the  bonds,  and  wlierebj^  numerous 
suits  were  about  to  be  filed  and  the  property  likely  to  be  dismem- 
bered by  the  foreclosure  of  mortgages  on  its  various  parts,  and 
praying  for  the  appointment  of  a receiver. 

The  company  answered,  admitting  the  facts,  and  joined  in  the 
prayer  for  a receiver,  and  one  was  appointed  on  February  25,  1921, 
and  directed  to  carry  on  the  business  of  the  defendant  company  ‘‘  in 
the  same  manner  as  at  present,”  until  the  further  order  of  the  court, 
it  being  expressly  provided  that  “ contracts  by  the  railway  com- 
pany shall  not  be  considered  as  adopted  by  the  receiver  unless  he 
is  expressly  authorized  by  the  court  to  adopt  them.” 

On  February  28,  1921,  the  receiver  reported  that  since  December 
31,  1918,  and  especially  since  the  establishment  of  a wage  scale, 
July  26,  1920,  under  Labor  Board  Decision  No.  2,  at  a much  higher 
rate  of  pay  than  had  ever  before  prevailed,  the  company  had  been 
unable  each  month  to  earn  operating  expenses,  and  that  the  deficit, 
exclusive  of  interest  on  bonds  and  other  indebtedness,  was  about 
$1,000,000  per  year,  and  increasing;  that  while  there  was  money 
availal)le  to  pay  the  current  pay  roll  he  had  no  means  of  procuring 
money  for  paying  other  operating  expenses  then  due  of  more  than 
$300,000,  and  he  would  not  be  able  to  meet  another  similar  pay  roll ; 
that  all  possible  economies  otherwise  had  been  practiced  and  that 
the  wages  of  unskilled  labor  should  be  made  such  as  were  made 
necessary  by  conditions  prevailing  in  the  various  communities  in 
which  it  was  employed ; and  that  all  other  wages  and  salaries  should 
be  put  on  a basis  of  those  in  effect  Deceml>er  31,  1917,  plus  one-half 
of  the  increases  since  that  date,  the  same  to  be  effective  March  1, 
1921.  An  order  so  authorizing  was  granted,  providing; 

Tliat  any  employee  or  employees  will  be  permitted  to  be  beard  at  any  time 
hereafter  on  tlie  question  of  wa^es  and  salaries  paid  by  the  receiver,  or  on  the 
terms  of  this  order,  on  proper  application  to  the  court  and  notice  to  all  parties 
concerned. 

The  receiver,  on  March  3,  re]3orted  that  he  had  posted  the  notice 
of  the  new  wage  scale,  and  in  a conference  with  the  representatives 
of  the  employees  they  had  informed  him  that  they  continued  to 
work  only  under  protest.  The  receiver  repeated  the  statements  of 
his  former  report  and  made  the  contention  that  the  payment  of 
greater  wages  than  were  earned  by  the  company  would  be  to  take  the 
property  without  due  process  of  law  and  deprive  the  creditors  of  the 
company  of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  and  take  their  property 
for  a public  use  without  adequate  compensation  being  paid.  The 
court  thereupon  passed  an  order  as  follows : 

Upon  considering  the  foregoing  petition,  it  is  ordered  tliat  the  question  of 
wages  and  salaries  be,  and  the  same  is,  set  for  a hearing  on  the  26th  day  of 
March,  1921,  at  10  o’clock  a.  m..  at  the  Federal  court  room  at  Atlanta.  Ga..  and 
all  employees,  or  any  of  them,  who  wish  to  be  heard  will  be  given  a hearing  at 
that  time  as  to  what  wages  and  salaries  the  receiver  shall  iiay  from  that  date 
and  until  the  further  order  of  the  court. 

It  it  further  ordered  that  a copy  of  the  foregoing  petition  ajid  this  order,  or 
the  substance  thereof,  be  posted  by  the  receiver  upon  all  customary  bulletin 
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boards  in  or  upon  the  railway  of  the  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Rail- 
way Co. 

On  March  5 the  receiver  reported  that  the  employees  had  that  day 
annonnced  to  him,  through  their  representatives,  that  they  would 
retire  from  the  service  on  that  day,  and  some  had  done  so,  and  asked 
instructions  as  to  the  scope  of  the  hearings  set  for  March  26,  and 
his  relations  to  the  United  States  Labor  Board.  The  following  order 
was  then  passed: 

Upon  the  i>etition  for  instructions  of  the  receiver  this  day  filed,  the  following 
resiwnse  is  made : The  order  of  February  28,  1921,  authorizing  a reduced  scale 
of  wages  and  salaries,  follows  a practice  common  in  administrative  orders  whicji 
may  affect  numerous  persons  who  are  not  parties  to  the  case,  whereby  the 
order  is  passed  with  the  right  of  anyone  affected  to  review  it.  An  order  so 
passed  does  not  adjudicate,  or  even  prejudice,  the  rights  of  anyone  who  season- 
ably and  orderly  presents  them  to  the  court.  The  order  in  question  does  not 
cut  off  a hearing,  but  facilitates  it  for  all  who  desire  to  be  heard.  The  order 
of  Mai'ch  3,  1921,  fixing  a hearing  on  the  question  of  wages  and  salaries  for 
March  26,  was  passed  on  the  court’s  attention  being  called  to  section  9 of  the 
act  of  Congress  of  July  15,  1913,  to  comply  with  the  procedure  therein  pointed 
out  as  to  all  emidoyees  affected  by  the  section.  At  the  hearing  the  order  of 
February  28  will  be  given  no  other  or  further  effect  as  to  any  employee  that  it 
ought  to  have  by  law  under  the  facts  that  may  then  be  established. 

No  question  touching  the  action  or  jurisdiction  of  the  Labor  Board  has 
been  raised  in  or  passed  on  by  this  court.  The  departments  of  the  Government 
will  act  in  harmony  to  carry  out  the  functions  assigned  them  by  law.  If 
the  i>owers  of  the  Labor  Board  are  invoked,  their  jurisdiction  of  the  present 
aspect  of  this  controversy  will  naturally  be  in  the  first  instance  for  their  de- 
termination. Whether  any  conclusion  reached  by  them  can  or  should  be  en- 
forced by  this  court  will  Gien  be  for  decision  here.  No  more  specific  instruc- 
tions are  deemed  necessary  at  this  time. 

It  is  hoiked  that  the  employees  will  not,  by  refusing  to  operate  the  road, 
further  jeopardize  their  own  interests  and  complicate  their  rights  by  termi- 
nating their  status  as  employees,  or  that  they  will  make  more  uncertain 
and  difiicult  the  duty  of  the  court  in  ascertaining  the  law  and  the  facts  by 
refusing  to  particiiiate  in  said  hearing.  Should  the  emploj'ees  cease  to  work, 
the  receiver  is  dii'ected  to  take  all  necessary  steps  to  protect  the  property 
in  his  hands  and  to  avoid  incurring  liability  to  shipi>ers  and  others  until  the 
further  order  of  this  court. 

Let  a copy  of  this  order  be  posted  on  each  bulletin  board  of  said  railway 
company  as  provided  in  the  order  of  ^larch  3,  192L 

On  March  9 complainant  amended  its  bill,  setting  np  that  section  9 
of  the  Xewiands  Act  (Comp.  St.,  p.  8674),  hereinafter  discussed, 
was  unconstitutional  and  void  as  applied  to  this  case,  because  limit- 
ing the  receiver’s  liberty  of  contract,  denying  him  the  equal  protec- 
tion of  the  laws,  and  taking  the  pro}>ert3^  in  his  hands  without  due 
process  of  law,  to  the  injury  of  complainant  and  the  other  creditors, 
and  that  to  continue  for  even  20  day^s  the  present  scale  of  wages 
would  be  taking  the  proper!}^  of  said  creditors  without  due  process 
of  law  and  without  just  compensation,  in  violation  of  the  fifth 
amendment  of  the  Constitution. 

On  March  14,  1921,  X.  H.  Evans,  W.  M.  Martin,  and  others,  alleg- 
ing themselves  to  have  been  employees  of  the  Atlanta,  Birmingham 
& Atlantic  Railway  Co.  at  the  time  of  the  receivership,  and  to  be  rep- 
resentatives of  the  several  classes  of  employ^ees  and  committeemen 
of  their  several  brotherhoods  and  authorized  to  represent  them, 
petitioned  the  court  for  a rescission  of  the  order  of  February  28, 
and  a restoration  of  the  then  status,  on  the  grounds,  generally  stated, 
that  the  order  was  improvidently  granted  without  a hearing,  and 
that  under  the  Transportation  Act  (act  February  28,  1920,  c.  91,  41 
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Stat.  456)  the  authority  to  reduce  railroad  wages  was  now  exclu- 
sively in  the  Labor  Board,  and  that  the  order  violated  the  provi- 
sions of  section  9 of  the  Newlands  Act.  requiring  a hearing  after 
20  days’  notice  to  precede  a reduction  oi  wages.  This  petition  was 
answered  by  the  receiver  and  the  original  complainant  and  de- 
fendant, wherein,  among  other  things,  the  unconstitutionality  of  sec- 
tion 9 of  the  Newlands  Act  as  appliecl  to  this  case  was  insisted  upon. 

On  the  hearing  the  petitioners  for  rescission  stated  that  they  made 
no  dispute  at  this  time  of  the  facts  reported  by  the  receiver,  which 
were  the  basis  of  the  order,  but  rested  on  their  points  of  law.  Evidence 
was  submitted  showing  that  the  telegraphers  were  necessary  to  move 
trains  other  than  scheduled  trains ; that  freight  could  not  be  handled 
without  station  agents  and  clerks ; and  that  track  hands  and  mechanics 
were  necessary  to  keep  the  track  and  equipment  in  such  repair  as  that 
trains  could  run ; and  that  practically  all  employees  were  necessary  to 
the  continued  operation  of  trains.  The  receiver  produced  evidence 
as  to  the  condition  of  the  road’s  business  supporting  his  report; 
showed  that  the  court’s  orders  had  been  duly  posted  on  the  bulletin 
boards ; that  persons  only  who  were  employed  on  trains  were  regarded 
in  the  railroad  business  as  being  in  train  service  or  as  train  operatives, 
the  expressions  being  confined  to  engineers,  firemen,  conductors, 
switchmen,  flagmen,  and  porters ; that  all  members  of  the  classes  of 
petitioning  employees  had,  on  and  after  March  5,  refused  when  called 
to  go  on  duty,  and  had  been  ‘‘bulletined,”  meaning  their  positions  had 
been  recognized  as  vacant  thereafter ; that  train  operations  had  ceased 
entirely  for  a week,  but  that  a number  of  other  employees  had  since 
been  secured  on  the  new  schedule  of  wages  who  were  contented  with 
the  employment  and  desired  to  remain  as  permanent  employees. 
Much  evidence  was  also  introduced  touching  the  effort  of  the  railroad 
to  make  a similar  reduction  in  wages,  beginning  in  a notice  issued 
December  29, 1920,  and  culminating  in  a proceeding  before  the  Labor 
Board,  which  on  February  15,  1921,  decided,  at  the  instance  of  the 
employees,  as  was  testified,  after  reciting  that  a conference  between 
employers  and  employees  had  related  only  to  the  contention  that  the 
employer  was  financially  unable  to  pay  the  wages,  that — 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  record  clearly  shows  that  no  conference  has  been 
had  between  the  parties  with  reference  to  the  justness  or  reasonableness  of  the 
wages  fixed  by  Decision  No.  2 of  this  Board,  the  Board  does  not  deem  it  neces- 
sary to  decide  to  what  extent,  if  at  all,  a carrier’s  financial  condition  is  a factor 
in  the  determination  of  just  and  reasonable  wages  to  be  paid  by  such  carrier. 

In  the  judgment  of  this  Board  the  conferences  heretofore  held  do  not  consti- 
tute a compliance  with  section  301  of  the  Transportation  Act,  for  the  reason 
that  no  conference  has  been  had  between  the  parties  with  reference  to  the 
justness  and  reasonableness  of  the  present  wages. 

It  is  the  decision  of  this  Board  that  it  is  without  jurisdiction  to  determine  the 
present  dispute  until  section  301  has  been  complied  with  by  conference  of  the 
parties,  the  subject  matter  of  which  conference  shall  be  whether  the  present 
wages  are  just  and  reasonable. 

It  was  further  testified  that,  although  the  employees  were  con- 
ferring among  themselves  with  the  purpose  of  holding  further  con- 
ferences with  their  employer,  the  employer  did  not  know  of  this, 
and  in  fact  no  further  conferences  had  been  held  at  the  time  of  the 
receivership.  It  also  appeared  that  the  move  for  a receivership 
had  been  suggested  by  the  then  president  of  the  railway  company 
to  the  moving  creditor. 
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Treating  the  reports  of  the  receiver  as  true  for  the  purposes  of 
this  hearing,  the  following  opinion  is  expressed  upon  the  points 
agitated : 

1.  While  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  receivership  was 
sought  by  the  railway  company,  and  from  the  record  that  the  credi- 
tor’s principal  debt  was  not  due,  and  that  the  allegations  of  its  pe-  • 
tition  were  admitted  and  its  prayer  for  a receivership  joined  in  by 
the  defendant  company,  the  proceeding  was  not  collusive.  The 
debt  was  a real  and  valid  debt,  and  its  not  being  due  nor  reduced 
to  judgment  did  not  necessarily  defeat  the  relief.  The  allegations 
as  to  the  condition  of  the  company  were  true  and  must  have  been 
admitted  by  a truthful  answer.  The  friendliness  of  the  proceeding 
did  not  render  it  fraudulent.  Metropolitan  Eailway  Eeceivership, 
208  U.  S.  91,  28  Sup.  Ct.  219,  52  L.  Ed.  403.  Besides,  no  revoca- 
tion of  the  receivership  is  sought  here,  and  it  is  not  thought  the  pe- 
titioners would  have  any  standing  to  revoke  it. 

2.  The  primary  object  of  a receivership  is  to  preserve  the  prop- 
erty, which  is  taken  into  custodj^  of  the  court,  until  the  rights  of 
all  concerned  in  it  can  be  ascertained  and  effectuated.  In  the  case 
of  a railroad  such  preservation  usually  implies  that  it  be  kept  op- 
erating, and  the  duty  of  service  to  the  public  renders  such  opera- 
tion ordinarily  imperative.  But  a railroad,  though  devoted  to  a 
public  use  and  affected  with  a public  interest,  and  hence  subject  to 
tected  by  the  constitutional  guaranties  made  to  such  property,  that 
public  regulation  and  control,  remains  private  property  and  pro- 
tected by  the  constitutional  guaranties  made  to  such  property,  that 
it  shall  not  be  taken  from  its  owner  without  due  process  of  law, 
nor  be  taken  for  public  purposes  without  just  compensation.  A 
devotion  to  public  use  does  not  mean  devotion  to  public  consump- 
tion or  destruction.  By  no  sort  of  regulation  can  a railroad  be  com- 
pelled to  operate  at  a continuous  loss  (Brooks-Scanlon  Co.  v.  Com- 
mission, 251  U.  S.  896,  40  Sup.  Ct.  183,  64  L,  Ed.  323),  or  even 
without  a reasonable  return  on  the  investment  (Northern  Pacific 
Eailwa}^  Company  v.  State  of  North  Dakota  ex  rel.  McCue,  236 
IT.  S.  585,  35  Sup.  Ct.  429,  59  L.  Ed.  735,  L.  E.  A.  191TF,  1148  Ann. 
Cas.  1916A,  1;  Norfolk  & W.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Conley,  236  U.  S.  605, 

• 35  Sup.  Ct.  437,  59  L.  Ed.  745).  If  the  owners  can  not  be  required 
to  consume  it  in  operation,  a fortiori  the  power  of  the  court  in- 
voked for  its  preservation  ought  not  to  be  used  for  its  unconstitu- 
tional destruction. 

3.  It  follows  that  when  it  appears  that  operation  under  existing 
conditions  is  consuming  the  corpus  of  the  property,  and  the  condi- 
tion is  not  merely  temporary  and  tliat  there  is  no  prospect  of  an 
early  change,  the  duty  of  the  court  is  imperative  either  to  change  the 
conditions  for  the  better  or  to  cease  operations,  the  latter  to  be  a last 
resort.  Since  the  court  can  not  practically  raise  rates  nor  compel 
patronage,  it  is  usually  shut  up  to  reducing  operations  and  expenses. 
It  has  been  long  and  well  settled  that  a receiver,  while  he  takes  the 
property  subject  to  all  existing  liens  on  it,  is  not  bound  by  the  ex- 
ecutory contracts  of  the  owner.  He  may,  under  authority  of  the 
court,  adopt  them  where  it  appears  to  the  benefit  of  his  trust  to  do  so, 
or  he  may  decline  to  adopt  them  and  leave  the  original  contracting 
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j^arties  to  their  legal  remedies.  And  he  has  a reasonable  time  to 
make  his  election,  and  the  mere  continuance  of  the  execution  of  a con- 
tract pending  election  is  not  an  adoption  of  it.  34  Cyc.  258.  259; 
U.  S.  Trust  Co.  V.  Wabash  It.  E,.,  150  U.  S.  287,  299,  14  Sup.  Ct.  80, 
37  L.  Ed.  1085. 

The  principles  thus  stated  apply  to  contracts  with  railroad  em- 
ployees. The  existence  in  this  case  of  some  sort  of  contracts  between 
the  railway  company  and  the  labor  unions  is  referred  to  in  the  plead- 

ngs,  but  the  contracts  are  not  themselves  exhibited  nor  put  in  evi- 
dence. Since  the  order  of  the  court  authorizing  the  receiver  to 
operate  the  railroad  expressly  provided  that  no  contracts  of  the  com- 
pany were  to  be  considered  ado]3ted  by  him  without  authority  from 
the  court,  and  since  the  receiver’s  action  on  the  matter  of  wages  was 
taken  within  three  days  of  his  appointment,  there  can  be  no  conten- 
tion here  that  these  contracts,  whatever  they  were,  had  been  adopted. 
Being  unhindered  by  contracts,  the  receiver  made  a showing,  the 
accuracy  of  which  has  not  yet  been  contested,  which  indicated  that 
only  by  reducing  his  wage  scale  could  he  escape  suspension  of  oper- 
ation. Thereupon  he  was  authorized  to  establish  a reduced  scale  of 
wages  and  salaries,  whereby  all  persons  of  all  ranks  should  receive 
compensation  on  a basis  of  their  pay  December  31,  1917,  plus  one- 
half  of  increases  since  made,  with  the  right  to  any  and  all  emjDloyees 
to  be  heard  on  application. 

Where  an  administrative  order  may  affect  numerous  persons  not 
parties  to  the  cause,  it  is  a common  practice  to  grant  such  order  as 
appears  to  be  proper,  with  leave  to  bring  on  a hearing  thereafter. 
Such  an  order  does  not  deny  a hearing,  but  invites  it,  and  is  the  most 
practical  v/ay  under  such  circumstances  of  getting  it  promptly.  It 
adjudicates  nothing,  and  the  receiver  and  all  others  who  act  under  it 
before  a hearing  do  so  at  their  own  risk  as  to  the  result  of  the  hearing. 
Union  Trust  Co.  'r.  111.  Midland  B.  K.,  117  U.  S.  435,  436,  6 Sup.  Ct. 
809,  29  L.  Ed.  963.  The  order  here  in  question  was  therefore, 
aside  from  special  statutes,  regular  in  its  form.  Impropriety  in  its 
matter  is,  as  has  been  said,  not  contested ; no  contradiction  of  the 
facts  on  which  it  was  based  l3eing  made,  and  no  other  provisions  as  to 
the  wages  to  be  fixed  being  yet  suggested. 

4.  Passing,  then,  to  the  questions  of  law  made,  has  the  United. 
States  Labor  Board  exclusive  jurisdiction?  Beceivers  are  not  ex- 
pressly mentioned  in  the  portion  of  the  Transportation  Act  establish- 
ing the  Labor  Board,  but  its  definition  of  the  carriers  dealt  with  as 
including  “ any  carrier  by  railroad,  subject  to  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Act,  except  a street,  interurban,  or  suburban  electric  railway 
not  operating  as  a part  of  a general  steam  railroad  system  of  trans- 
portation” (41  Stat.  469),  is  sufficiently  broad  to  cover  a receiver 
operating  an  interstate  railroad.  See  United  States  u.  Mxon,  235 
U.  S.  231,  35  Sup.  Ct.  49,  59  L.  Ed.  207.  Many  questions  touching 
terms  and  conditions  of  railroad  employment,  in  view  of  the  superior 
information  and  wider  experience  of  the  Labor  Board  on  such 
questions,  might  be  better  handled  by  it  than  by  the  court,  and  no 
objection  is  seen  to  a receiver  submitting  such  to  the  board,  with  the 
approval  of  the  court. 

^ But  where,  as  is  the  case  here,  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  condi- 
tions of  employment,  nor  as  to  the  just  and  reasonable  wage  normally 
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to  be  paid,  but  only  a question  as  to  the  ability  of  the  receiver  to  pay 
the  wage  that  has  been  established,  without  violating  the  Constitution, 
it  is  not  seen  how  a decision  of  the  Labor  Board  would  be  helpful. 
Not  only  are  the  purse  strings  of  the  receivership  in  the  hands  of 
the  court,  but  the  interpretation  and  application  of  the  Constitution 
is  the  function  of  the  court  as  against  all  boards  and  commissions, 
and  the  court  can  not  abdicate  that  function.  Its  decision  upon  the 
question  indicated  is  the  only  ultimately  effectual  decision,  and  to  seek 
that  of  another  tribunal  would  be  barren  of  practical  result.  Ques- 
tions between  a receiver  and  his  employees  do  not  ordinarily  involve 
matters  of  normal  railroad  operations  or  abstract  desirability,  but 
are  always  complicated  by  the  peculiar  condition  of  the  business 
in  his  hands  and  are  limited  to  short  periods  of  readjustment.  Fre- 
quently the  expense  and  delay  of  seeking  an  advisory  decision  from 
a Labor  Board  would  be  disastrous  in  the  exigencies  of  the  receiver- 
ship. 

Moreover,  in  this  case  the  Labor  Board  has  apparently  held  itself 
without  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter.  After  reciting  con- 
ferences between  the  railway  company  and  its  employees,  in  which 
the  contention  was,  as  it  still  continues  to  be,  financial  inability  to 
pay  the  wage,  the  Board  held  that,  until  another  conference  should 
be  had  or  refused  on  the  question  whether  the  wage  was  “ just  and 
reasonable,”  it  was  without  jurisdiction.  No  such  conference  has 
been  held  or  refused,  and  no  such  issue  has  been  made,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  board’s  ruling  its  want  of  jurisdiction  continues.  It  is  not 
necessary,  however,  to  express  an  opinion  lipon  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Labor  Board,  It  can  not  be  doubted  that  the  ultimate  decision  of  the 
question  agitated  here  must  be,  and  its  initial  decision  may  be,  made 
by  the  court  controlling  the  receivership, 

5.  Does  the  order  violate  section  9 of  the  Newlands  Act?  That 
section  is  a part  of  the  provisions  made  by  Congress  to  avoid  inter- 
ruption of  train  service  by  disputes  between  carriers  and  their  em- 
ployees, the  remedy  generally  applicable  being  the  good  offices  of  a 
board  of  mediation  and  conciliation.  Section  9 deals  wdth  the  case 
of  Federal  receiverships  and  provides: 

Whenever  receivers  appointed  by  a Federal  court  are  in  the  possession  and 
control  of  the  business  of  employers  covered  by  tliis  act,  the  employees 
of  such  employers  shall  have  the  right  to  be  heard  through  their  representa- 
tives in  such  court  upon  all  questions  aifecting  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
their  employment;  and  no  reduction  of  wages  shall  be  made  by  such  receivers 
without  the  authority  of  the  court  therefor,  after  notice  to  such  employees,  said 
notice  to  be  given  not  less  than  twenty  days  before  the  hearing  upon  the  receiv- 
er’s petition  or  application,  and  to  be  posted  upon  all  customary  bulletin  boards 
along  or  upon  the  railway  or  in  the  customary  places  on  the  premises  of 
other  employers  covered  by  this  act.  Comp.  St.  8674. 

ITitliout  expressing  an  opinion  as  to  whether  in  the  case  of  such 
receiverships  the  board  of  mediation  has  any  function,  it  may  be 
said  that  the  section,  in  granting  a hearing  before  the  court,  clearly 
recognizes  the  right  of  the  court  to  decide,  and  in  prohibiting  a 
reduction  of  wages  before  20  days’  notice  is  given  the  right  is  clearly 
implied  to  reduce  them  after  the  giving  of  such  notice.  A special 
and  unique  mode  of  service  by  bulletin  board  is  provided.  The  ‘‘  em- 
ployers covered  by  this  act  ” are  defined  in  section  1 as  being  the 


632 


DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 


common  carriers  in  whole  or  in  part  by  railroad  which  are  engaged 
in  interstate  commerce.  The  employees  intended  are  defined  as : 

All  persons  actually  engaged  in  any  capacity  in  train  operation  or  train 
service  of  any  description,  and  notwithstanding  that  the  cars  upon  or  in  which 
they  are  employed  may  be  held  and  operated  by  the  carrier  under  lease  or 
other  contract.  Comp.  St.  8666. 

The  “ employees  of  such  employers  ” therefore  clearly  includes  all 
persons  operating  the  railroad  trains  at  the  time  the  receiver  takes 
charge,  and  a reduction  of  their  wages  is  clearly  dealt  with  by  sec- 
tion 9. 

It  is  supposed,  as  is  ordinarily  the  case,  that  the  receiver  will  con- 
tinue the  business  of  the  railroad  without  interruption,  and  that, 
tentatively,  at  least,  the  employees  of  the  owner  will  be  continued 
as  the  receiver’s  employees.  The  contention,  therefore,  that  the 
order  in  question,  being  the  first  establishment  of  wages  by  the 
receiver,  was  not  within  the  intent  of  Congress,  can  not  be  sustained. 
The  aim  of  Congress,  being  to  avoid  the  interruption  of  train  service 
which  may  result  from  a decrease  in  pay  without  the  human  satisfac- 
tion of  a prior  hearing  on  the  subject,  would  be  defeated  by  the  con- 
struction contended  for.  Tt  must  be  held,  therefore,  that  the  order 
of  February  28,  as  to  employees  dealt  with  by  the  Newlands  Act,  was 
in  violation  of  said  act,  and  to  that  extent  illegal.  The  order  of  the 
court  authorizing  a reduction  of  wages  of  such  employees,  without 
the  delay  of  20  daj^s  and  the  hearing  prescribed  by  the  act,  was  with- 
out legal  effect,  and  the  action  of  the  receiver  under  it  also  without 
effect,  if  the  section  is  a valid  law. 

6.  The  validity  of  the  section  is  attacked  on  several  grounds.  On 
its  face  it  merely  declares  that  the  court  must  hear  employees  on 
questions  affecting  terms  and  conditions  of  employment,  and  where 
the  question  is  of  reducing  wages  must  hear  in  advance,  after  20 
days’  notice,  and  provides  a mode  of  service.  As  a statute  of  pro- 
cedure in  Federal  courts  it  is  justified  by  the  constitutional  power  of 
Congress  to  establish  inferior  courts  with  the  implied  power  to  define 
their  jurisdiction  and  regulate  their  exercise  of  it.  It  does  no  more 
in  the  matter  of  wages  than  direct  the  court  and  its  receivers  not  to 
meddle  with  the  established  scale — established  with  the  consent  of 
the  carriers-— until  an  orderly  hearing  after  the  usual  and  reasonable 
time  to  prepare  for  it  has  elapsed. 

But  if  it  be  admitted  that  in  practical  operation  it  fixes  wages  for 
20  days,  a law  so  doing  in  avoidance  of  strikes,  even  where  a classifica- 
tion is  made  of  the  employees,  is  a valid  regulation  of  commerce. 
Wilson  'y.  New,  243  U.  S.  332,  37  Sup.  Ct.  298,  67  L.  Ed.  755,  L.  K.  A. 
1917E,  938,  Ann.  Cas.  1918A,  1024.  But  it  is  said  the  receiver’s 
liberty  of  contract  is  violated,  in  that  for  20  days  he  can  not  make 
contracts  for  service  with  others  or  at  a less  wage  than  that  former!}^ 
paid.  The  act  does  not  in  terms  prohibit  him  from  employing  others 
at  a less  wage,  but  the  court  would  doubtless  not  sanction  the  dis- 
charge of  old  employees  solely  for  the  purpose  of  such  employment, 
contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  act.  But  a receiver  as  such  has  no  general 
liberty  of  contract.  As  an  officer  of  the  court  he  may  make  only  such 
contracts  as  the  law  permits  and  the  court  allows.  The  forbidden 
reduction  of  wages  is,  however,  one  unconsented  to,  for  such  only 
provoke  strikes.  That  he  might,  notwithstanding  the  act,  make  will- 
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ing  contracts  with  the  old  employees  for  a less  wage  is  substantially 
decided  in  Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad  Co.  v.  Mills,  253  U.  S. 
206,  40  Sup.  Ct.  526,  64  L.  Ed.  862.  A fortiori  could  he  make  such 
contracts  with  new  emplo^^ees,  if  the  former  ones  ceased  from  their 
emplo3^ment. 

And  it  is  urged  that,  when  a wage  is  compelled  to  be  paid  even 
for  20  days,  Vvhich  is  beyond  the  power  of  the  road  to  earn,  the 
statute  can  not  be  constitutionally  applied,  because  it  would  take 
property  without  due  process  of  law  and  for  public  purposes  with- 
out just  compensation.  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  maintenance 
for  20  da}^s,  and  until  a hearing,  of  a wage  inaugurated  b}^  con- 
sent of  the  carrier  could  be  a serious  taking  of  property.  In  the 
case  at  bar  it  appears  that  three-fourths  of  the  wages  paid  are  not 
affected  by  the  act  and  may  be  freely  reduced.  The  amount  of 
train  service  could  no  doubt  have  been  cut  down.  The  trainmen, 
if  presented  the  option  of  taking  less  pay  for  20  days  or  suspend- 
ing entirely,  might  have  agreed  to  the  temporary  reduction.  As 
a last  resort  the  operation  of  the  road  might  have  been  stopped 
for  the  period,  since  it  could  not  constitutionally  be  compelled.  It 
does  not  sufficiently"  appear  in  this  case  that  the  application  of  the 
statute  necessarily  would  have  been  confiscatory.  The  order  of 
February  28  should  be  modified  by  excepting  from  its  operation 
the  employ^ees  actually"  engaged  in  any"  capacity  in  train  operation 
or  train  service  of  any  description. 

7.  It  is  important  to  settle  what  employees  are  included  in  this 
description.  The  language  of  the  Employers’  Liability  Act  of 
April  22,  1908  (Comp.  St.  8657-8665),  and  of  the  Hours  of  Service 
Act  of  March  4,  1907  (Comp.  St.  8677-8680),  and  of  the  Adamson 
Act  of  September  3 and  5,  1916  (Comp.  St.  8680a-8680d),  defining 
the  employees  subject  to  them,  is  somevchat  different  in  each  from 
that  used  in  the  Newlands  Act,  and  little  light  can  be  had  from  a 
comparison  of  them  or  the  decisions  under  them.  Section  9 of  the 
Xewlands  Act  seems  to  restrict  its  application  to  those  actually  en- 
gaged in  train  operation  and  train  service  and  indicates  that  they 
were  persons  onty  who  are  “ employed  upon  or  in  cars.”  The  word 
“car”  in  the  Safety  Appliance  Act  (Comp.  St.  8605  et  seq.)  was 
held  to  include  engines  and  tenders,  and  no  doubt  does  here. 

The  common  meaning  in  railroad  circles  of  “ train  operatives  ” 
and  “ train  service  men  ” includes  only  engineers,  firemen,  conduc- 
tors, switchmen,  train  hands,  and  porters,  and  these  alone  are  in- 
tended to  be  covered  by  this  act.  They  actually  and  directly  operate 
and  serve  the  trains.  Scheduled  trains  can  be  run  without  the 
assistance  of  telegraphers,  and  freight  trains  may  move  without 
station  agents  and  clerks.  While  all  employ^ees  of  the  railroad, 
whether  upon  the  track  or  in  the  offices  or  the  shops,  are  necessary^ 
to  the  continued  operation  of  the  business,  they  are  not  indispensable 
to  an  operation  for  20  days,  and  their  places  are  more  readily  filled 
and  with  less  peril  from  inexperience  than  are  those  above  men- 
tioned as  train  operatives.  These  considerations  may  have  guided 
Congress  in  drawing  the  line  it  did. 

8.  The  contention  is  made  that  the  petitioners  here  have  no  stand- 
ing in  the  court,  because  they  are  no  longer  employees,  having  on 
March  5 voluntarily  ceased  to  work.  It  appears  from  the  evidence 
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that  after  the  order  of  February  28  was  acted  upon  by  tlie  receiver, 
and  his  purpose  of  paying  reduced  wages  to  all  employees  after 
March  1 was  announced  by  him,  the  employees  at  first  continued  at 
work  under  protest.  This  action  on  their  part  prevented  any  con- 
tention that  they  had  agreed  to  the  reduction,  and  so  long  as  they 
continued  at  work,  those  affected  by  the  Newlands  Act  were  en- 
titled, notwithstanding  the  receiver’s  action,  to  claim  the  compen- 
sation previously  paid  them.  Unquestionably  they  have  a substan- 
tial interest  in  the  correction  of  the  court’s  order,  which  would  other- 
wise operate  to  control  the  receiver  in  his  payments  to  them;  and 
by  the  express  terms  of  the  order  all  employees,  whether  protected 
by  the  Kewlands  Act  or  not,  had  a right  to  make  a showing  to  the 
court  upon  the  question  of  reduction.  Tlieir  present  showing  did  not 
cover  the  necessity  of  the  reduction  or  any  matter  of  fact,  but  did 
properly  bring  in  question  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  Labor 
Board.  All  these  parties  had  a standing  in  court  to  make  the  points 
they  did  under  the  express  provisions  of  the  order  and  in  protection  of 
their  rights  during  the  period  that  they  continued  at  work.  (2T1  F. 
731.) 


Birmingham  Trust  & Savings  Co.  v.  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Rail- 
way Co. 

[District  court,  Nortlierii  District  of  Georgia,  IVIarcli  26.  1921.] 

Sibley,  District  Judge  (after  stating  the  facts  as  above)  r Aside 
from  statutory  uses,  employment  means,  in  common-law  language, 
the  existence  of  the  relation  of  master  and  serv^ant.  This  may  con- 
sist either  in  a binding  contract  for  service  or  in  actual  service 
without  a definite  contract.  One  or  tlie  other  is  necessary.  The 
right  (with  well-known  exceptions)  of  one  to  refuse  to  serve,  even 
though  under  a binding  contract  to  do  so,  is  a part  of  the  constitu- 
tional personal  liberty  of  the  land.  The  failure  or  refusal  to  per- 
form a contract  of  service  may  create  a liability  in  damages,  but  no 
court  wdll  enforce  the  service. 

Tlie  right  to  refuse  to  serve  may  lawfully  be  asserted  singly  or 
in  concert  with  others.  A strike  is  a concerted  refusal  to  serve  in 
an  industr}^,  either  to  assert  a supposed  right  or  to  obtain  an  eco- 
nomic advantage.  For  either  purpose,  if  conducted  Avithout  vio- 
lence or  intimidation,  it  is  lawful,  though  if  done,  not  in  self-interest, 
but  for  the  sole  purpose  of  injuring  the  employer,  it  may  be  a ma- 
licious tort.  Cases  cited  in  dissent  of  Justice  Brandeis  in  'Duplex 
Printing  Co.  v.  Deering  et  al.  (decided  January  3,  1921),  254  U.  S. 
443,  41  Sup.  Ct.  172,  65  L.  Ed.  — . If  directed  against  interstate  com- 
merce, it  may  be  an  unlawful  conspiracy,  except  as  provided  in 
Clayton  Act  October  15,  1914,  ch.  323,  38  Stat.  730;  Loewe  v,  Lawlor, 
208  U.  S.  274,  301,  28  Sup.  Ct.  301,  52  L.  Ed.  488,  13  Ann.  Cas.  815; 
Duplex  Printing  Co.  v.  Deering,  supra. 

A lawful  strike,  whether  the  employment  consists  in  a definite 
contract  or  is  merely  an  existing  relation,  involves  generally  an 
abandonment  of  the  employment  and  a termination  by  the  strikers 
of  the  employment  so  far  as  they  are  concerned.  It  may  be  a strate- 
gic move  to  force  at  last  a better  employment,  but  it  definitely  de- 
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stroys  the  present  one  so  far  as  the  employees  cun  destroy  it.  In  this 
case  the  motion  itself  admits  that  there  was  a complete  k:rike,  a con- 
certed refusal  of  all  employees  represented  to  do  their  customary 
work  when  summoned  by  the  receiver.  He  accepted  the  situation 
and  employed  othere  to  the  number  of  900,  as  many  as  he  is  at  pres- 
ent able  to  pay.  Evidently  these,  and  not  the  old  men,  are  now  the 
employees. 

But  it  is  said  that  as  to  the  trainmen  the  receiver  had  improperly 
announced  a reduction  of  pay,  and  this  is  true.  But  the  rights  of 
the  trainmen,  under  the  Xewlands  Act  (Comp.  St.  8666-8676),  may 
be  analogized  to  those  that  would  exist  under  a definite  contract  to 
serve  for  the  20  days  involved,  at  the  fixed  wage.  As  in  the  case 
of  a contract,  the  benefit  of  the  act  ma^^  be  waived  by  the  trainmen. 
Ft.  Smith  Railway  Co.  v.  Mills,  253  tJ.  S.  206,  40  Supt.  Ct.  526, 
64  L.  Ed.  862.  The  wages  here  were  not  payable  in  advance  of 
service,  but  were  not  due  until  about  April  1.  The  receiver’s  an- 
nouncement was  no  more  than  an  anticipatory  breach  of  his  duty 
to  pay,  like  an  anticipatory  breach  of  a contract  to  pay,  which  gave 
the  other  party  the  choice  of  treating  the  relation  as  broken  and 
abandoning  it  without  incurring  liability,  or  of  denying  the  right 
to  terminate  it  and  performing  or  tendering  the  service  and  claiming 
the  pay. 

Both  things  may  not  be  done.  A contract  could  not  be  treated 
as  broken  and  abandoned  and  also  treated  as  unbreakable  and  to 
be  performed.  To  make  a homely  illustration,  if  A hires  B for  20 
days  to  work  for  $5  per  day,  payable  after  the  work  is  done,  and 
during  the  work  A announces  he  will  pay  only  $4,  B may  decline 
to  work  further  for  him,  in  view  of  this  announced  intention,  and 
may  even  sue  him  for  damages  for  the  breach  of  the  contract  in 
addition  to  recovering  full  wages  for  the  work  done.  But,  if  he 
would  have  wages  for  the  future  time,  he  must  remain  at  work, 
unless  A actually  prevents  him  from  working,  and  B must  take  the 
position  that  A can  not  refuse  to  pay  him  the  correct  wages.  In 
this  case,  after  the  receiver  announced  his  Avage  reduction,  the  train- 
men, with  the  othei's,  conferred  with  him  and  insisted  on  the  sole 
jurisdiction  of  the  Labor  Board,  but  made  no  mention  of  the  New- 
lands  Act;  and  as  to  the  question  discussed  they  were  referred  by 
the  receiA^er  to  the  proAusion  in  the  court’s  order  for  a hearing  at  any 
time  before  the  court.  The  men  remained  at  work  under  protest. 
This  was,  as  has  been  ruled,  sufficient  to  reserA^e  all  rights,  including 
those  under  the  Newlands  Act,  and  rebutted  any  inference  of  con- 
sent to  the  reduction. 

The  refusal  to  work  further  on  IMarch  5,  when  summoned  by  the 
receiA^er,  no  matter  what  the  reason  or  justification,  terminated  the 
employment.  The  invitation  to  present  any  contention  to  the  court 
was  extended  by  the  original  order  of  February  28.  A definite  time 
for  a hearing  Avas  set  in  adA^ance  of  the  next  pay  day  on  March  26, 
without  withdrawing  the  original  inAutation,  Avhich  was  open  for 
any  time.  After  the  strike  had  commenced  on  March  5,  an  order 
was  made  emphasizing  the  right  to  a hearing,  and  warning  of  this 
very  complication,  if  the  service  should  be  abandoned. 

A strike,  though  a lawful  and  a valuable  economic  weapon,  is  not 
a substitute  for  orderly  procedure  in  court,  and  can  not  be  allowed 
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as  a legal  remedy  for  legal  rights  as  against  a receiver,  without 
asserting  that  our  courts  can  not  or  will  not  do  justice,  which  is 
to  announce  the  failure  of  orderly  government.  Although  the  strike 
vote  was  taken  January  28,  w^eeks  before  the  receiversliip,  and 
involved  only  a demand  for  a decision  by  the  Labor  Board,  which 
it  has  held  itself  without  authority  to  make,  and  although  this  only 
was  agitated  in  the  conference  with  the  receiver,  and  as  to  this  ques- 
tion the  men  have  been  held  to  be  in  the  wrong,  yet  there  was  the 
aggravation  of  the  oversight  of  the  Newlands  Act,  and  reason,  per- 
haps, for  misunderstanding  about  the  hearing.  The  strike  has  been 
conducted  without  violence  connected  with  the  striking  employees, 
and  without  personal  bitterness  between  them  and  the  receiver,  and 
no  reason  appears  why  they  should  not  be  reemployed,  so  far  as 
the  receiver  has  employment  for  them.  He  testifies  that  he  will 
be  glad  to  give  it  to  them.  We  do  not,  however,  think  it  right  to 
direct  him  to  reemploy  them  in  a body,  not  only  because  he  has 
not  now  sufficient  business,  but  also  because  it  would  not  be  right 
to  discharge  those  who  have  taken  some  of  the  places  and  are  proving 
acceptable  and  contented  employees.  Reemployment  must  be  treated 
as  an  administrative  detail,  and  to  be  taken  up  with  the  receiver. 

2.  After  further  hearing  it  was  decided:  Upon  the  question  of 
the  wages  to  be  paid  from  this  date,  the  standard  set  by  the  Labor 
Board  is  to  be  taken  as  presumptively  correct,  and  to  be  disturbed 
only  so  far  as  the  condition  of  the  railroad  demands.  The  evidence 
shows  that  the  facts  originally  reported  by  the  receiver  are  true, 
and  that  the  deficit  has  been  greater  and  the  business  more  em- 
barrassed in  the  period  since  January.  The  question  now  is  whether 
the  wage  scale  established  on  February  28  can  be  continued  without 
destruction  of  the  property.  It  is  thought,  however,  that  in  view 
of  the  possibility  of  improving  conditions,  and  because  expenses  are' 
somewhat  limited  by  reduced  service,  that  the  wage  scale  then 
established  should  be  continued,  if  possible;  and  it  will  be  so  or- 
dered. (271  F.  743), 
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Ex  Parte  No,  72. 

REGULATIONS  GOVERNING  THE  MAKING  AND  OFFERING  OF  NOMINATIONS 
FOE  APPOINTMENT  OF  MEMBERS  OF  THE  RAILROAD  LABOR  BOARD. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  April  16^  1921. 

The  following  regulations  supersede  all  previous  regulations  gov- 
erning the  making  and  offering  of  nominations  for  appointment  of 
members  of  th6  Railroad  Labor  Board : 

Section  304  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  provides  for  the 
creation  of  a Railroad  Labor  Board  to  be  composed  of  nine  mem- 
bers. Of  these  nine,  three  are  to  constitute  the  labor  group  repre- 
senting the  employees  and  subordinate  officials  of  the  carriers,  and 
three  are  to  constitute  the  management  group  representing  the  car- 
riers, to  be  appointed  by  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate  from  not  less  than  six  nominees  whose  nomi- 
nations shall  be  made  and  offered  by  such  employees,  and  not  less 
than  six  nominees  whose  nominations  shall  be  made  and  offered  by 
the  carriers,  in  such  manner  as  the  commission  shall  by  regulation 
prescribe. 

The  commission  is  required  by  regulation  formulated  and  issued 
after  such  notice  and  hearing  as  the  commission  may  prescribe  to 
the  carriers  and  employees  and  subordinate  officials  of  carriers,  and 
organizations  thereof,  directly  to  be  affected  by  such  regulations, 
to  determine  the  classes  that  shall  be  considered  as  coming  within 
the  term  “ subordinate  official.” 

The  overwhelming  majority  of  the  railroad  employees  and  sub- 
ordinate officials,  stated  by  those  who  are  in  a position  to  speak 
with  confidence  and  authority  to  be  more  than  90  per  cent,  are  mem- 
bers of  or  represented  through  certain  organizations  of  employees. 
These  organizations  and  their  representatives  have  been  recognized 
as  authorized  to  speak  for  and  represent  the  several  classes  of  em- 
ployees by  the  railroad  companies  prior  to  Federal  control,  by  the 
Railroad  Administration  during  Federal  control  and  by  the  Presi- 
dent in  conferences  and  negotiations  conducted  by  him.  It  is  deemed 
advisable  to  classify  these  representative  organizations  into  three 
groups  with  respect  to  the  more  or  less  analogous  character  of  the 
services  performed,  aiming  to  have  the  nominees,  as  nearly  as  pos- 
sible, representative  and  conversant  with  the  interests  of  all  the 
classes  of  employees  and  employment.  For  the  purpose  of  making 
and  offering  nominations  as  members  of  the  labor  group  on  the 
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Labor  Board  the  commission  prescribes  that  these  organizations  of 
employees  shall  be  grouped  as  follows : 

Group  1 : 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen. 

Switchmens’  Union  of  North  America. 

Group  2: 

International  Association  of  Machinists. 

International  Brotherhood  of  Boilermakers,  Iron  Ship  Build, 
ers  and  Helpers  of  America. 

International  Brotherhood  of  Blacksmiths,  Drop  Forgers  and 
Helpers. 

Amalgamated  Sheet  Metal  Workers,  International  Alliance. 

Brotherhood  Railway  Carmen  of  America. 

International  Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers. 

Group  3 : 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers. 

United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees,  and 
Railroad  Shop  Laborers. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  Signalmen  of  America. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight 
Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees. 

International  Brotherhood  of  Stationary  Firemen  and  Oilers. 

The  accredited  representatives  of  the  organizations  embraced  in 
each  of  the  above  groups  and  duly  authorized  so  to  act  shall  agree 
among  themselves  upon  nominees  representative  of  the  group,  but 
the  three  groups  must  present  a total  of  not  less  than  six  nominees. 

The  nominations  agreed  upon  by  each  group  shall  be  signed  by  the 
representatives  of  the  several  organizations  in  the  group  or  by  some 
one  authorized  by  them  so  to  act  and  shall  be  transmitted  direct  to 
the  President  accompanied  by  a certificate  that  the  nominations  have 
been  made  in  accordance  with  these  regulations. 

The  great  mass  of  railroad  employees  are  members  of  or  repre- 
sented through  the  organizations  named  above.  These  organizations, 
however,  include  or  may  include  only  a small  percentage  of  the 
subordinate  officials,  and  the  subordinate  officials  not  so  included,  as 
well  as  employees  who  may  not  be  members  of  or  represented  through 
the  above  organizations,  are  entitled  under  appropriate  regulations 
prescribed  by  us  to  make  and  offer  recommendations  for  members  of 
the  labor  group.  It  should  be  stated,  however,  that  a percentage  of 
the  organizations  and  employees  who  contend  for  their  separate  right 
of  making  and  offering  nominations  for  members  of  the  labor  group 
is  included  in  the  membership  of  the  above-named  organizations. 

In  view  of  the  above  considerations,  we  have  added  a fourth  group 
for  the  purpose  of  making  and  offering  nominations.  Included  in 
this  Group  4 are  the  following  organizations,  which  comprise  all 
organizations  not  included  in  Groups  1,  2,  and  3,  which  have  ap- 
peared at  our  hearings  and  shown  that  their  separate  right  to  make 
nominations  ought  to  be  accorded  under  the  Transportation  Act, 
1920,  excepting  the  Supervisory  Station  Agents’  Association,  the 
membership  of  which  we  have  held  are  not  included  in  the  term 
“ subordinate  official.” 
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Group  4: 

Eailwa}^  Men’s  .International  Benevolent  Industrial  Associa- 
tion. 

American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers. 

Order  of  Railroad  Station  Agents. 

American  Train  Dispatchers’  Association. 

The  Roadmasters  and  Supervisors’  xVssociation  of  America. 

The  National  Order  of  Railroad  Claim  Men. 

" Railroad  Yardmasters’  of  America. 

International  Association  of  Railroad  Supervisors  of 
Mechanics. 

International  Association  of  Railroad  Storekeepers. 

Colored  Association  of  Railway  Employees. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Station  Employees. 

Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers,  Despatchers,  Agents,  and 
Signalmen. 

Brotherhood  of  Railway  Clerks. 

American  Association  of  Engineers. 

Grand  United  Order  of  Locomotive  Firemen  of  America. 

Porters’  Union.  u 

Skilled  and  Unskilled  Laborers  (Railway). 

Order  of  Railway  Expressmen. 

Railway  Traveling  Auditors’  Association  of  America. 

Order  of  Sleeping  Car  Conductors. 

The  accredited  representatives  of  the  organization  included  in 
Group  4,  duly  authorized  so  to  act,  shall  a^ree  among  themselves 
upon  nominees  representatives  of  each  organization,  or  of  nominees 
jointly  representatiAX  of  a number  of  such  organizations. 

The  nominations  agreed  upon  by  each  of  the  organizations  in 
Group  4,  or  agreed  upon  as  jointly  representative  of  any  of  the  said 
organizations,  shall  be  transmitted  direct  to  the  President  accom- 
panied by  a certificate  that  the  nominations  have  been  made  in  ac- 
cordance with  these  regulations;  and  should  also  include  statements 
submitted  by  the  duly  authorized  representatives  of  each  of  the 
organizations,  or  of  such  organizations  voluntarily  associated  for  the 
purpose  of  m.aking  joint  nominations,  setting  forth  their  total  mem- 
bership, exclusive  of  officials  not  embraced  within  the  classes  of  sub- 
ordinate officials  as  defined  by  the  commission’s  regulations  of  Novem- 
ber 1, 1920,  or  as  same  may  be  amended,  distinguishing  between  subor- 
dinate officials  and  higher  officials ; the  percentage  of  the  membership 
of  sudi  organizations,  exclusive  of  such  higher  officials,  who  are  or 
may  be  members  of  the  organizations  named  in  Groups  1,  2,  and  3 ; 
and  the  distribution  of  such  membership  as  between  employees  and 
subordinate  officials. 

The  Association  of  Railway  Executives  is  reprentative  of  ap- 
proximately 95  per  cent  of  the  railroad  mileage  of  the  country  and 
is  authorized  by  the  carriers  members  thereof  to  speak  for  and  repre- 
sent them  in  matters  of  this  kind.  The  officers  of  that  association 
have  consulted  with  most  of  the  carriers  not  members  of  the  asso- 
ciation and  secured  their  assent  to  the  presentation  of  nominees  by 
the  association. 

For  the  purpose  of  presenting  nominees  for  a])pointment  on  the 
Labor  Board  to  represent  the  management  group  the  commission  pre- 
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scribed  that  such  nominations,  not  less  than  six  in  number,  shall  be 
made  and  offered  by  the  Association  of  Railway  Executives. 

The  nominations  so  made  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  President  ac- 
companied by  a certificate  that  they  have  been  made  in  accordance 
with  these  regulations. 

The  act  provides  in  section  304  that  any  vacancy  on  the  Labor 
Board  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as  the  original  appointment. 
There  is  no  specific  provision  for  modification  of  the  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  commission,  but  the  authority  to  prescribe  regu- 
lations is  believed  in  the  absence  of  -provisions  to  the  contrary  to  also 
confer  authority  to  modify  them  if  and  as  occasion  or  necessity  for 
such  modification  should  arise. 


REGULATIONS  OF  THE  LABOR  BOARD. 


In  Re  Filing  Submissions. 

Chicago,  III.,  Octoher  8,  1921. 

In  regard  to  disputes  filed  and  to  be  filed  with  the  Labor  Board,  it 
is  ordered  that  the  following  rules  shall  govern : 

1.  Beginning  October  17,  1921,  all  carriers  and  organizations  shall 
furnish  at  the  time  of  filing  a dispute  fourteen  (14)  copies  of  all 
joint  submissions  of  the  disputes  brought  to  the  Board  under  Title 
III  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 

2.  When  ex-parte  submissions  are  filed  or  submitted,  the  party 
submitting  or  filing  the  same  shall  furnish  fourteen  (14)  copies  for 
the  use  of  the  Board  and  in  addition  thereto  one  copy  for  each  carrier 
or  organization  directly  interested  or  to  be  affected  by  such  submis- 
sion, this  to  include  the  same  number  of  copies  of  all  exhibits,  corre- 
spondence and  papers  filed  with  or  as  a part  of  the  submission,  or 
thereafter  filed  in  support  thereof. 

3.  It  is  urged  by  the  Board  that  all  submissions  be  jointly  made 
and  signed  by  the  parties,  both  agreeing  upon  a statement  of  un- 
disputed facts,  and  as  to  each  disputed  point  or  fact  each  side  setting 
out  its  own  contention  and  the  argument  in  support  thereof,  stating 
the  issues  in  dispute  on  which  it  is  desired  to  submit  evidence  where 
oral  evidence  is  relied  on,  or  submitting  as  exhibits  the  documentary 
evidence  relied  on. 

4.  When  either  party  to  a dispute  refuses  to  sign  a joint  submis- 
sion, the  other  party  may  file  an  ex-parte  submission  stating  the 
fact  of  the  refusal  of  the  adverse  party  to  join  in  a submission,  and 
in  such  case  the  adverse  party  must  submit  its  reply  or  presentation 
within  twenty  (20)  days  after  notice  of  the  filing  which  will  be  duly 
given  by  the  board  of  all  ex-parte  submissions. 

5.  In  all  cases  of  ex-parte  application  heretofore  submitted  and 
now  on  file  with  the  Labor  Board,  the  adverse  party  or  defendant  to 
the  submission  will  be  allowed  twenty  (20)  days  from  date  of  this 
order  (October  6,  1921)  to  file  answer  or  make  presentation  of  their 
submission  or  defense,  and  on  their  failure  to  do  so  the  ex-parte  sub- 
missions now  on  file  will  be  treated  as  proper  presentations  and  con- 
sidered and  acted  on  by  the  Board  as  such. 
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TRAIN  SERVICE  BOARD  OF  ADJUSTMENT  FOR  THE 
WESTERN  REGION. 

DECISION  NO.  1.— CASE  3. 

Chicago,  III.,  lHovemher  12,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Los 
Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Claim  of  Conductor  McNeill  and  crew  for  10  minutes’  overtime. 
March  10,  1921,  for  trip  San  Bernardino  to  Yermo. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Conductor  McNeill  on  March  10,  1921, 
reported  for  duty  at  San  Bernardino,  his  liome  terminal,  at  11.15 
a.  m. ; arrived  at  and  registered  into  Yermo,  his  objective  terminal, 
at  7.15  p.  m.,  distance  98  miles;  on  duty  eight  hours  at  time  of 
arrival  and  tied  up  at  7.25  p.  m.  as  per  his  register.  Claim  was  made 
for  continuous  time  to  7.25  p.  m.,  under  paragraph  “ A,”  Article  XI, 
Supplement  No.  16  to  General  Order  No.  27,  reading: 

In  all  classes  of  service  trainmen’s  time  will  commence  at  the  time  they 
are  required  to  report  for  duty,  and  shall  continue  until  the  time  they  are 
relieved  from  duty. 

Claim  was  denied,  the  management  contending  that  the  road 
trip  was  completed  at  7.15  p.  m.  after  eight  hours  on  dut}^  and  be- 
fore road  overtime  had ’commenced,  and  no  final  terminal  time  had 
accrued  under  section  3 of  Article  II,  trainmen’s  schedule,  effec- 
tive November  1,  1917,  reading  as  follows:  , 

When  held  on  duty  after  arrival  to  perform  switching  or  other  service,  time 
will  he  allowed  at  regular  overtime  rates  independent  of  time  consumed  on 
the  trip ; less  than  30  minutes  will  not  be  counted,  30  minutes  up  to  GO  will 
constitute  1 hour,  and  so  on  thereafter. 

Position  of  committees. — The  organizations  contend  that  section  3, 
Article  II,  trainmen’s  schedule,  quoted  in  joint  statement  of  facts, 
applies  only  up  to  the  time  when  overtime  begins  after  beginning 
of  road  time,  and  if  crew  is  held  on  duty  after  overtime  has  be- 
gun (as  was  done  in  this  case),  then  payment  should  be  made  under 
paragraph  “ A ” of  Article  XI,  Supplement  No.  16  to  General  Order 
No.  27,  also  quoted  in  joint  statement  of  facts. 

Position  of  management. — Section  3,  Article  II,  trainmen’s 
schedule,  effecth^e  November  1,  1917,  provides  how  trainmen  shall 
be  paid  for  final  terminal  delay,  and  reads  as  follows: 

When  held  on  duty  after  arrival  to  perform  switching  or  other  service, 
time  will  be  allowed  at  regular  overtime  rates,  independent  of  time  consumed 
on  trip ; less  than  30  minutes  will  not  be  counted,  30  minutes  up  to  60  will 
constitute  1 hour,  and  so  on  thereafter. 
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As  this  crew  was  not  on  ’road  ov  ertime  at  the  time  train  arrived 
and  conductor  registered  into  Yermo,  any  terminal  time  accruing 
after  such  arrival  should  be  paid  for  under  the  provisions  of  above- 
quoted  section,  and  if  30  minutes’  delay  had  accrued  the  crew  would 
have  been  entitled  to  1 hour’s  pay,  but  as  only  10  minutes’  delay  oc- 
curred, the  management  contends  that  this  crew  is  not  entitled  to 
any  terminal  time.  If,  however,  this  crew  had  been  on  road  over- 
time on  arrival,  then  such  overtime  would  have  continued  to  tlie 
time  of  final  release  and  been  paid  for  on  the  minute  basis  as  pro- 
vided for  in  Supplement  Xo..^25  to  General  Order  Xo.  27. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  above-quoted  section  it  is  and  has 
been  the  practice  to  pay  final  terminal  delay  whenever  a crew  has 
been  held  out  of  terminal,  even  though  switching  or  other  service  is 
not  performed,  unless,  as  stated,  road  overtime  has  begun  to  accrue 
prior  to  or  at  arrival.  And  under  this  practice  the  continuity  of 
service  is  not  disturbed,  i.  e.,  it  is  continuous  from  time  called  for 
until  released,  and  terminal  time  begins  immediately  after  road  time 
stops  on  arrival,  the  only  difference  being  that  instead  of  the  actual 
minute  basis  the  quoted  section  provides  that  the  time  held  will  be 
paid  for  on  30-minute  blocks. 

Decision. — The  position  of  the  employees  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  2.— CASE  4. 


Chicago,  III.,  November  12,  1921. 


Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive 
Firemen  and  Enginemen  v.  Oregon-Washington  Railroad  & Navigation 
Co. 

Proper  rates  of  pay  for  Mallet  t}qDe  locomotives  numbered  3620 
to  3629. 

Joint  statement  of  fa/its. — Article  1 of  schedule  dated  May  1,  1920, 
between  the  above-named  organizations  and  above-named  company, 
reads  in  part  as  follows:  _ » 


“ ARTICLE  1. RATES  OF  PAA',  ENGINEERS,  PASSENGER. 

(a) 


Weight  on  drivers. 

Engine 

numbers. 

Between  Pendle- 
ton and  Star- 
buck  and  con- 
necting branch 
lines. 

Betw-een  Umatilla 
and  Huntington 
and  connecting 
branch  luies. 

« 

All  other  districts. 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day 
(dollars). 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day 
(dollars). 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day 
(dollars). 

Mallets,  regardless  of  weight 

3S00-3802 

7. 48 

7.48 

7.70 

7.48 

7.48 
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FIREMEN,  PASSENGER. 


Weight  on  drivers. 

En- 

gine 

num- 

bers. 

Between 
Portland  and 
Seattle. 

Between 
Umatilla  and 
Himtington 
and  connecting 
branch  lines. 

All  other 
districts. 

Helpers, 

electric. 

Per 

mile 

(cents). 

Per 

day 

(dol- 

lars). 

Per 

mile 

(cents). 

Per 

day 

(dol- 

lars). 

Per 

mile 

(cents). 

Per 

day 

(dol- 

lars). 

Per 

mile 

(cents). 

Per 

day 

(dol- 

lars). 

Mallets,  regardless  of  weight . 

/ 3800- 
\ 3802 

1 6.00 

6. 00 

6.00 

6.00 

6.00 

1 6. 00 

Article  4 of  schedule  reads,  in  part,  as  follows : 


“ FREIGHT  SERVICE ARTICLE  4 RATES  OF  PAY. 

(a) 

Rates  of  pay,  freight,  and  miscellaneous  service. — Rates  for  engineers,  fire- 
men, and  helpers  in  through  and  irregular  freight,  pusher,  helper,  mine-run  or 
roustabout,  belt  line  or  transfer,  work,  wreck,  construction,  snow-plow,  circus 
trains,  trains  established  for  the  exclusive  purpose  of  handling  milk  and  all 
other  unclassified  service,  shall  be  as  follows : 

Engmeers,  freight. 


Weight  on  drivers. 

Engine 

numbers. 

Between  Pendle- 
ton and  Star- 
buck  and  con- 
necting branch 
lines. 

Between  Umatilla 
and  Huntington 
and  connecting 
branch  lines. 

All  other  districts. 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day 
(dollars). 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per 'day 
(dollars). 

Per  mile 
(cents). 

Per  day 
(dollars). 

Mallets,  less  than  275,000  pounds 
Mallets,  275,000  pounds  and 

8.82 

8.82 

9.05 

1 

9. 05 

8.82 

8.82 

over 

3800-3802 

9.04 

9.04 

9.  27 

9. 27 

9.04 

9.04 

Firemen,  freight. 


Weight  on  drivers. 

En- 

gine 

num- 

bers. 

Between 
Portland  and 
Seattle. 

Between 
Umatilla  and 
Huntington 
and  connecting 
branch  lines. 

All  other 
districts. 

Helpers, 

electric. 

Coal  and  oil. 

Coal  and  oil. 

Coal  and  oil. 

Per 

mile 

(cents). 

Per 

day 

(dol- 

lars). 

Per 

mile 

(cents). 

Per 

day 

(dol- 

lars). 

Per 

mile 

(cents). 

Per 

day 

(dol- 

lars). 

Per 

mile 

(cents). 

Per 

day 

(dol- 

lars). 

Mallets,  less  than  275,000 
pounds , 

6. 48 
1 0^79 

6.  48 
6.  79 

1 

6.  61 
6. 79 

6.  61 
6. 79 

6. 48 
6.  79 

6.  48 
6.  79 

Mallets,  275,000  pounds  and 
over 

/ 3800- 
\ 3802 

The  rates  specified  herein  are  the  rates  given  in  schedule  plus  the 
increases  granted  by  Decision  No.  2 of  the  United  States  Labor 
Board.  Article  V of  above-re ferred-to  schedule,  dated  May  1,  1920, 
reads  as  follows : 
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ARTICLE  V. — RATES  ON  NEW  TYPE  LOCOMOTIVES. 

If  a type  of  locomotive  is  introduced  on  this  railroad  which  formerly  was 
not  in  use  on  this  railroad  and  the  rates  herein  provided  are  less  than  those  in 
effect  on  other  roads  in  this  territory,  the  rates  of  the  other  roads  shall  be 
applied. 

The  Oregon- Washington  Kailroad  & Navigation  Co.  has  had  in 
service  since  January,  1910,  three  Mallet  compound  locomotives,  num- 
bered 3800  to  3802,  inclusive,  and  has  had  in  service  since  August, 
1920,  10  Mallet  compound  locomotives,  number  3620  to  3629,  inclu- 
sive, diagrams  and  descriptions  of  locomotives  as  taken  from  Oregon- 
Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co.  locomotive  record  book  sub- 
mitted and  made  a part  of  this  statement.  In  connection  with  sym- 
bols shown  at  top  of  diagrams,  beg  to  call  attention  to  classification 
of  engines  as  set  forth  in  each  time-table  of  Oregon-Washington  Rail- 
road & Navigation  Co.  quoted  verbatim  as  follows: 

' GLASS. 


E — Eight  wheel. 
A — Atlantic. 

P — Pacific. 

T — Ten  wheel. 

M — Mogul. 

C — Consolidation. 


TW — Twelve  wheel. 

S— Switch. 

MK— Mikado. 

MC — Mallet  compound. 
T-T-T — Two-ten-two. 


Example:  Consolidation  engine  having  57-inch  drivers,  cylinders  22-iinch 
diameter,  and  30-inch  stroke,  and  weighing  187,000  pounds  on  drivers: 


C.  57  M 187,000 


Position  of  committees, — It  is  the  contention  of  representatives  of 
the  above  organizations  that  engines  3620  to  3629,  inclusive,  are  of 
a different  type  than  engines  3800  to  3802,  inclusive,  and  that  in  ac- 
cordance with  Article  V,  quoted  above,  new  rates  of  pay  should  be 
established  for  engines  3620  to  3629,  inclusive,  effective  as  of  the 
date  these  engines  were  placed  in  service. 

Position  of  management. — It  is  the  contention  of  the  management 
of  this  company  that  engines  3620  to  3629,  inclusive,  are  not  different 
in  type  from  engines  3800  to  3802,  inclusive,  and  that  the  rates  of 
pay  for  engines  3620  to  3629,  inclusive,  should  be  in  accordance  with 
the  rates  of  pay  established  for  Mallet  engines  in  articles  1 and  4 
of  the  schedule  dated  May  1,  1920,  revised  to  include  increases  sub- 
sequently granted  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board. 

Decision. — The  board  decides  that  the  contention  of  the  employees 
that  engines  3620  to  3629,  inclusive,  are  different  in  type  from  engines 
3800  to  3802,  inclusive,  is  not  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  3. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  Decision  No.  3 covers  a controversy  which 
may  be  given  further  consideration  by  the  Train  Service  Board  of 
Adjustment  for  the  Western  Region,  it  is  considered  inadvisable  to 
include  it  in  this  compilation  at  the  present  time. 
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DECISION  NO.  4— CASE  6. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  18,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  (Coast  Lines). 

Claim  of  Conductor  J.  D.  Moifat  and  Brakemen  J.  S.  Hartin  and 
M.  O’Sullivan,  Valley  Division,  for  100  miles  in  each  direction  for 
trip  Stockton  to  Kiverbank  and  return  to  Stockton. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Conductor  Moffat  and  Brakemen  Har- 
tin and  M.  O’Sullivan  are  regularly  assigned  to  local  freight  service 
between  Stockton,  Riverbank,  and  Oakdale,  with  Stockton  as  the 
home  terminal,  making  round  trip  daily  except  Sunday,  a distance 
of  64  miles.  On  Sunday,  October  3,  1920,  this  crew  was  used  in 
freight  service  from  Stockton,  their  home  terminal,  to  Riverbank, 
the  away-from-home  terminal  for  chain-gang  crews  of  the  third  dis- 
trict, and  returned  to  Stockton,  for  which  100  miles  in  each  direction 
was  claimed  at  through  freight  rates,  but  instead  were  allowed  a 
minimum  of  100  miles  at  local  rates  for  the  round  trip. 

Position  of  committees.— organizations  contend  that  this  was 
irregular  service  and  properly  belonged  to  chain-gang  crews  assigned 
to  the  third  district,  and  as  this  crew  was  used  in  such  service  on  a 
day  they  were  scheduled  to  lay  over,  that  the  conditions  applying 
to  irregular  service  were  applicable  to  this  crew  and  that  upon  its 
arrival  at  an  established  terminal  it  should  have  been  released  and 
paid  at  least  a minimum  day  for  the  service  rendered  up  to  that 
point,  and  when  called  again  out  of  that  terminal  should  have  been 
paid  at  least  a minimum  day  for  service  rendered  until  released  at  the 
established  terminal  of  their  regular  local  assignment. 

Position  of  management. — That  Conductor  Moffat  and  crew  were 
called  at  Stockton,  their  home  terminal,  where  no  other  crews  were 
available,  on  their  lay-over  day,  to  perform  same  class  of  work  they 
perform  on  other  days ; that  they  did  not  go  off  of  their  assigned  terri- 
tory and  that  the  terminal  release  rule  was  not  applicable  to  them  at 
Riverbank. 

Decision. — It  developed  at  the  hearing  in  Chicago  on  November 
16,  1921,  that  it  had  been  the  practice  on  the  Coast  Lines  of  the 
Santa  Fe  for  local  crews  assigned  to  six  days  a week,  when  used  in 
the  same  assignment  on  the  seventh,  to  pay  for  this  service  the  same 
as  is  paid  for  the  other  six  days  of  the  week. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Board  in  this  particular  case,  that  the  char- 
acter of  the  work  performed  by  this  crew  on  the  day  in  question  was 
not  the  same  as  performed  on  week  days,  and  claim  of  the  organiza- 
tions is  therefore  sustained. 

DECISION  NO.  5— CASE  7. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  18, 1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  (Coast  Lines). 

Claim  of  Conductor  Maxwell  and  Brakemen  A.  J.  Converse  and 
A.  C.  Emerson  for  334  miles  each  account  of  being  run  around  at 
Riverbank,  March  14, 1920,  by  Conductor  Rogers  and  crew. 
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Joint  statement  of  facts. — On  March  12,  1920,  Superintendent 
Walker  of  the  Valle}'  Division,  ordered  chain-gang  crew  to  handle 
Buell’s  steel  gang  on  March  13,  Calwa  to  Kiverbank,  the  second  dis- 
trict of  the  Valley  Division,  and  account  of  no  second  district  chain- 
gang  crews  being  available  at  Calwa  a crew  was  made  up  from  the 
Calwa  extra  board  to  handle  this  train.  Upon  arrival  of  this  made- 
up  crew  at  Biverbank,  which  is  the  home  terminal  of  the  second  dis- 
trict of  the  Valley  Division,  the  crew  was  continued  in  chain-gang 
service,  and  permitted  to  take  their  turn  out  of  Riverbank  on  March 
14  ahead  of  Conductor  Maxwell  and  crew,  who  were  regularly  as- 
signed to  chain-gang  service  on  the  second  district  of  the  Valley 
Division. 

Maxwell  and  crew  made  claim  for  33  J miles  each  account  being  run 
around  March  14  at  Riverbank  by  Rogers  and  crew  on  the  grounds 
that  Rogers  and  crew  were  not  assigned  to  chain-gang  service  on  the 
second  district,  and  upon  arrival  at  Riverbank  should  have  been  dis- 
banded and  deadheaded  to  their  home  terminal  instead  of  being  re- 
turned to  their  home  terminal  in  service,  thereby  depriving  second 
district  crews  of  work  properly  belonging  to  the  assigned  crews  of 
the  second  district. 

Position  of  committees. — We  contend  that  if  it  was  necessary  to 
make  up  a crew  from  the  Calwa  board  to  handle  this  train,  such  crew 
should  have  been  disbanded  upon  arrival  at  Riverbank,  the  home  ter- 
minal of  the  second  district;  that  the  railway  company  is  not  per- 
mitted to  continue  a made-up  crew  in  the  chain-gang  pool,  out  of  the 
home  terminal  of  the  district,  unless  no  chain-gang  crews  regularly 
assigned  to  that  district  are  available  for  service. 

Position  of  mwnogement. — That  as  no  chain-gang  crew  was  avail- 
able at  the  time  when  wanted  it  was  proper  to  increase  the  chain-gang 
assignment  by  pressing  an  extra  made-up  crew  into  service  for  a 
round  trip.  At  this  time  the  Calwa  extra  board  was  protecting  the 
first  and  second  districts  as  no  extra  board  was  maintained  at  River- 
bank. Further,  that  it  was  proper  to  continue  the  crew  on  the  as- 
signment until  they  returned  to  the  point  where  the  extra  board  was 
maintained. 

Decision. — At  the  time  of  this  occurrence  there  was  no  extra  board 
at  Riverbank,  but  an  extra  board  was  maintained  at  Calwa  for  the 
second  district.  Therefore,  it  is  the  decision  of  the  board  that  the 
claim  of  the  employees  in  this  case  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  6.— CASE  42. 

I Chicago,  III.,  November  18,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 

(Coast  Lines). 

Claim  of  Yardmaster  W.  B.  White,  Stockton  yard,  for  reinstate- 
ment. 

Position  of  committee. — For  a period  of  approximately  eight  years 
prior  to  his  dismissal,  W.  B.  White  had  served  as  yardmaster  for  the 
Santa  Fe  Railway  at  Stockton,  Calif. 
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On  July  13,  1920,  Mr.  White  laid  off  and  again  reported  for 
work  August  21,  and  was  advised  to  meet  Trainmaster  Simpson,  who 
was  on  passenger  train  No.  2.  Mr.  White  complied  with  this  advice. 
Trainmaster  Simpson  notified  Mr.  White  that  he  had  been  demoted, 
but  that  he  could  have  the  night  yard  if  he  so  desired  or  a day  engine 
foremanship.  Mr.  White  asked  if  a refusal  on  his  part  to  take  the 
positions  offered  meant  dismissal,  to  which  Trainmaster  Simpson 
replied  that  it  did.  Mr.  White  declined  to  accept  demotion  and  was 
thereupon  dismissed. 

July  14,  1921,  subcommittee  of  the  general  committees  of  the 
Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Train- 
men, assisted  by  Vice  President  Nemitz,  Order  of  Railway  Conduc- 
tors, and  Vice  President  Farquharson.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad 
Trainmen,  discussed  this  case  with  Assistant  General  Manager 
Hitchcock  and  Mr.  Hill,  assistant  to  the  general  manager.  July  15 
Mr.  Hitchcock  replied  to  the  committee,  in  part,  as  follows : 

I said  to  yon  in  conference  that  we  did  not  consider  the  trainmen’s  commit- 
tees had  the  right  to  legislate  for  yardmasters. 

Subsequently  we  endeavored  to  have  the  railway  company  join 
with  us  in  a statement  of  facts  in  order  that  the  case  might  be  re- 
ferred to  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  for  settlement. 
Mr.  Hill,  speaking  for  the  railway  company,  declined  to  join  with  us. 

It  is  alleged  by  the  railway  company  during  the  discussion  of  this 
case  that  Mr.  White’s  services  were  unsatisfactory ; also,  that  Mr. 
White  was  disloyal  during  the  trouble  of  April,  1920;  further,  that 
he  had  been  requested  to  resign  and  had  asked  to  be  permitted  to 
remain  in  the  position  of  yardmaster  until  he  could  secure  other 
satisfactory  employment.  These  charges  Mr.  White  denied. 

The  organizations  contend  that  Mr.  White  was  dismissed  without 
just  and  sufficient  cause;  that  the  division  officials,  by  their  subse- 
quent action,  have  proven  that  Mr.  White  was  not  shown  the  same 
consideration  as  his  successor  in  that  Yardmaster  O.  M.  Fugitt,  who 
relieved  Mr.  White,  was  given  the  assistance  of  a night  yardmaster, 
which  Mr.  Vfhite  did  not  have;  also  was  permitted  to  put  on  an 
additional  yard  engine.  The  authority  to  put  on  this  additional  en- 
gine had  been  denied  Yardmaster  White. 

Relative  to  the  charge  of  disloyalty,  Mr.  White  received  $75  as  a 
reward  for  his  loyalty  from  the  Santa  Fe  Railroad. 

Relative  to  the  question  of  his  being  asked  to  resign,  Mr.  White 
most  emphatically  denies  that  statement  in  a communication  to  Vice 
President  Farquharson,  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen,  dated 
August  11.  The  organizations,  therefore,  contend  that  Mr.  White 
Avas  unfairly  and  unjustly  discharged  and  should  be  returned  to  the 
service  and  to  his  former  position. 

Position  of  management. — First,  that  yardmasters  on  the  Atchi- 
son, Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  (Coast  Lines)  are  officials  and  not 
dealt  with  under  the  provisions  of  any  of  the  various  schedules; 
second,  that  if  they  should  come  under  the  provisions  of  a Avage 
schedule,  neither  the  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  nor  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railroad  Trainmen  properly  represent  them;  third,  that 
even  though  these  orders  properly  represent  Mr.  White,  they  let  their 
case  go  by  default  in  not  presenting  it  within  the  time  limit  pre- 
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scribed  in  their  contract ; and  fourth,  that  Mr.  White  was  dismissed 
for  good  and  sufficient  cause. 

Decision, — At  the  hearing  in  Chicago  on  November  18  the  parties 
to  the  controversy  agreed  to  withdraw  this  case,  and  it  is  therefore 
closed  on  the  docket  of  the  Board. 


DECISION  NO.  7.— CASE  9. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemher  2t,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  (Coast  Lines).- 

Claim  of  Conductor  Gilmore,  Los  Angeles  Division,  for  100  miles 
deadhead,  March  10,  1920. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — A road  switch  run  Avas  put  on  hj  the 
railway  company  at  Camp  Kearn}^,  Los  Angeles  division,  prior  to 
the  expiration  of  the  bulletin  period  advertising  positions  on  such 
run. 

Conductor  Gilmore  was  on  the  conductor’s  extra  board  at  Los 
Angeles  at  that  time  and  was  deadheaded  under  pay  at  the  instance 
of  the  company,  Los  Angeles  to  Camp  Kearny,  to  fill  the  con- 
ductor’s position  on  such  run  until  the  expiration  of  the  bulletin,  at 
Avhich  time  he  was  displaced  by  the  successful  bidder.  On  March 
10, 1920,  the  day  following  his  displacement,  he  returned  deadhead  to 
the  Los  Angeles  extra  board  and  made  claim  for  100  miles  for  dead- 
heading March  10,  account  no"  other  service  being  performed  on  that 
date,  in  keeping  with  the  terms  of  article  27  of  schedule  dated 
April  1,  1907.  ' 

Time  as  claimed  Avas  denied  by  the  railway  officials,  who  claimed 
that  the  deadhead  trip  was  a seniority  move  and  not  such  a move 
as  contemplated  by  the  terms  of  article  27. 

Position  of  committees. — The  organizations  contend  that  the  dead- 
head moA^ement  made  by  Conductor  Gilmore  March  3,  1920,  Los 
Angeles  to  Camp  Kearny,*  was  not  a seniority  move,  as  he  did  not 
take  the  run  of  his  own  choice,  having  been  ordered  there  by  the 
company..  We  further  contend  that  payment  for  deadheading  is 
due  any  train  employee  deadheading  to  and  from  a position,  except 
an  employee  deadheading  to  a position  secured  by  bid  or  application, 
or  deadheading  to  displace  a junior  in  the  exercise  of  his  seniority 
rights.  We  further  contend  that  when  Conductor  Gilmore  was  re- 
lieA^ed  at  Camp  Kearny  due  to  the  run  having  been  assigned  to  the 
successful  bidder,  the  company  is  required  to  deadhead  him  back  to 
the  extra  board  from  which  taken  in  order  that  he  may  be  available 
for  further  service,  and  on  account  of  no  service  performed  on 
March  10,  1920,  other  than  the  deadheading  Camp  Kearny  to  Los 
Angeles,  the  claim  for  100  miles  deadheading  should  be  sustained 
under  article  27  of  the  agreement. 

Position  of  management. — The  deadhead  movement  made  by  Con- 
ductor Gilmore  was  the  direct  result  of  seniority  and  as  such  should 
not  be  paid  for  under  the  provisions  of  article  27. 

Decision. — Claim  of  employees  is  sustained. 
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DECISION  NO.  8— CASE  8. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  26,-1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Atchison^  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  (Coast  Lines). 

Claim  of  Brakemen  L.  S.  Brooks  and  J.  E.  Slater,  Albuquerque 
Division,  for  33^  miles  each,  account  of  beiifg  run  around  May 
1920.^ 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — On  May  27, 1920,  Brakeman  John  Hoke, 
a regularly  assigned  local  brakeman  working  between  Seligman  and 
Williams,  was  taken  ill  en  route  to  Seligman.  Mr.  Hoke’s  conductor 
filed  a message  at  Ash  Fork  requesting  relief  be  furnished. 

The  railway  company  used  Brakeman  Patterson,  who  had  acted 
as  third  brakeman  on  a train  Winslow  to  Seligman,  to  fill  this  va- 
cancy May  28.  On  May  27  and  28  and  at  the  time  Patterson  was 
used,  Brakemen  L.  S.  Brooks  and  J.  E.  Slater,  extra  men,  were  on 
the  extra  board  at  Winslow  and  made  claim  for  a runaround  under 
the  last  paragraph  of  article  20,  present  schedule.  Kailway  com- 
pany declined  payment  as  requested^. 

Position  of  committees. — Position  of  the  organizations  is  that  that 
portion  of  article  20  above  referred  to  obligates  the  railway  company 
to  relieve  any  extra  men  filling  a vacancy  upon  the  return  of  the 
regular  men  or  when  run  is  declared  vacant  and  return  such  extra 
men  to  the  extra  board  from  which  taken ; that  it  is  not  permissible 
for  the  railway  company  to  use  any  extra  men  to  fill  a second  vacancy 
if  other  extra  men  are  on  the  extra  board  at  the  time  of  his  first 
release,  and  that,  if  an  extra  man  is  used  to  fill  a second  vacancy 
without  regard  to  the  turn  of  the  extra  men  on  the  extra  board, 
each  man  upon  the  extra  board  is  entitled  to  a runaround  as  claimed 
by  Messrs.  Brooks  and  Slater. 

Position  of  management. — Brakeman  Hoke,  assigned  to  service  be- 
tween Seligman  and  Williams  with  lay-over  at  Seligman,  not  being 
able  to  accept  call  on  May  28,  1920,  it  was  proper  to  have  filled  the 
place  with  Brakeman  Patterson,  who  wa§  available  at  Seligman  and 
who  was  an  extra  man  from  the  Winslow  board.  The  interpretation 
placed  by  committee  would  necessitate  deadheading  men  in  both 
directions  simultaneously. 

Decision. — ^The  facts  in  this  case  show  that  the  telegram  reporting 
the  illness  of  Brakeman  Hoke  was  not  received  at  Winslow  until 
9 a.  m.  May  28,  making  it  impossible  to  send  the  brakeman  first  out 
on  the  extra  list  at  Winslow  to  Seligman  to  relieve  Hr.  Hoke. 

No  evidence  was  adduced  to  show  why  the  message  was  not  sent, 
or  whether  it  was  filed  as  alleged.  The  Board  under  these  circum- 
stances feels  obliged  to  take  cognizance  of  the  fact  that  there  was  not 
sufficient  time  to  relieve  Brakeman  Hoke  by  deadheading  a man  from 
Winslow,  and  decides  that  the  claim  in  this  particular  case  is  denied. 
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DECISION*  NO.  9— CASE  10. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  26,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  (Coast  Lines). 

Claim  of  Conductor  Littlehale  and  crew,  also  any  other  crews  in 
San  Bernardino,  May  7,  1920,  for  miles  each,  account  of  being 
run  around  by  Conductor  Gilmore  and  crew. 

Joint  statement  of  fcwts. — San  Bernardino  is  the  home  terminal 
for  chain-gang  freight  crews  on  the  Los  Angeles  Division,  and  on 
May  7,  1920,  Conductor  Gilmore  and  crew  were  taken  from  the  Los 
Angeles  extra  board  to  handle  an  extra  freight  train  Los  Angeles 
to  San  Bernardino.  Upon  arrival  at  that  point  they  were  con- 
tinued in  service  without  being  released  and  returned  to  Los  Angeles 
with  another  freight  train,  running  around  Conductor  Littlehale 
and  crew  who  were  regularly  assigned  to  chain-gang  service  on  the 
Valley  district  of  the  Los  Angeles  Division.  Conductor  Littlehale 
and  crew  make  claim  for  33^  miles  each  for  being  run  around  by 
Conductor  Gilmore  and  crew,  which  the  committee  amended  to 
include  all  other  regularly  assigned  freight  chain-gang  conductors 
and  brakemen  who  were  in  San  Bernardino  May  7,  1920,  and  avail- 
able for  service  at  the  time  Conductor  Gilmore  and  crew  departed 
from  that  point. 

Fosition  of  the  comrrdttee. — The  organizations  contend  that  when 
a made-up  crew  reaches  the  home  terminal  of  the  district  upon  which 
used,  that  such  crew  should  be  disbanded  unless  an  emergency  ex- 
ists at  the  home  terminal  equal  to  the  one  making  necessary  the 
placing  of  such  crew  in  service.  Therefore,  as  this  crew  was  im- 
properly continued  in  service  and  used  ahead  of  Mr.  Littlehale  and 
crew  and  others  out  of  San  Bernardino,  the  organizations  contend 
that  the  time  as  claimed  should  be  allowed. 

Position  of  management. — A special  shipment  of  high-class  freight 
was  offered  at  Los  Angeles  provided  it  could  be  moved  at  once  by 
special  train.  Xo  chain-gang  crew  was  available  at  Los  Angeles 
and  it  was  necessary  to  use  a made-up  crew  from  the  extra  board  at 
Los  Angeles.  This  crew  was  called  for  a turn-around  trip  to  San 
Bernardino  and  return,  and  it  was  proper  to  make  use  of  this  crew 
to  handle  a train  in  the  return  movement. 

Decision. — Claim  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  10— CASE  12. 

. Chicago,  III.,  November  26,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 
Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  (Coast  Lines). 

Claim  of  Conductor  A.  C.  Sheppard  and  Brakeman  I.  Ganner, 
Valley  Division,  for  298  passenger  miles,  6 hours  and  25  minutes’ 
overtime  for  work  performed  in  short  turn-around  passenger  serv- 
ice November  16,  1920. 


G52 


DECTSIOXS  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 


Joint  statement  of  facts. — On  November  IG,  1920,  Conductor  A.  C. 
Sheppard,  Valley  Division,  was  used  to  relieve  a regularly  assigned 
conductor  in  short  turn-around  passenger  service  out  of  Cahva,  and 
on  the  date  in  question  handled  trains  Nos.  15,  30,  23,  32,  31,  24,  25, 
and  28.  Claim  was  made  for  298  miles  plus  6 hours  and  25  minutes’ 
overtime,  under  Article  III,  Supplement  No.  IG  to  General  Order 
No.  27.  Time  as  claimed  was  disallowed  by  the  company  .and  pay- 
ment made  on  the  basis  of  a minimum  of  150  miles  for  trains  15.  30, 
23,  and  32,  and  a minimum  of  150  miles  for  trains  31,  24,  25,  and  28. 

Position  of  committees. — The  organizations  contend  that  Article 
III  of  Supplement  No.  IG  to  General  Order  No.  27  provides  but  one 
method  for  the  payment  of  trainmen  employed  in  short  turn-around 
passenger  service,  and  that  the  method  of  splitting  the  day,  as  used 
by  the  company,  was  contrary  to  the  established  method  as  set  forth 
in  Article  III  of  Supplement  No.  16. 

Position  of  management. — One  crew  being  regularly  assigned  to 
the  moiTiing  set  of  runs  and  another  crew  being  assigned  to  the  after- 
noon set  of  runs.  Conductor  Sheppard  was  representing  two  conduc- 
tors during  his  day’s  work  and  was  properly  paid  the  wages  regu- 
larly paid  to  each. 

Decision. — In  view  of  the  fact  that  this  local  arrangement  was  not 
approved  by  proper  authority,  the  contention  of  the  organizations  is 
sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  11.— CASE  13. 

Chicago,  III.,  Nonemher  26,  1 921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  (Coast  Lines). 

Claim  of  Conductor  E.  W.  White  and  Brakemen  G.  W.  Clifton 
and  H.  W.  Koll  for  eight  hours’  pay  under  the  held-away-from- 
home- terminal  rule,  account  being  held  at  Eiverbank  24  hours  No- 
vember 19,  1920. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — On  November  18,  1920,  Conductor  E. 
W.  White  with  Brakemen  G.  W.  Clifton  and  H.  W.  Koll,  who  were 
regularly  assigned  to  the  extra  board  at  Calwa,  the  away-from- 
home-terminal  of  the  second  district  chain-gang  crews,  were  used 
as  an  extra  made-up  crew  in  chain-gang  service  on  the  second  dis- 
trict, departing  from  Calwa  at  3.30  a.  m,,  arriving  at  Eiverbank 
at  9 a,  m.,  same  date,  and  on  arrival  at  Eiverbank  were  marked  up 
on  the  board  in  turn  with  respect  to  chain-gang  crews  of  that  dis- 
trict, departing  from  Eiverbank,  the  home  terminal  of  the  second 
district  chain-gang  crews,  at  6 p.  m.,  November  19,  in  chain-gang 
freight  service.  This  crew  made  claim  for  eight  hours’  pay  under 
the  held-away-from-home-terminal  rule  because  of  having  been  held 
at  Eiverbank  from  9 a.  m.,  November  18  to  G p.  m.,  November  19, 
a total  of  33  hours,  which  the  railway  company  declined  to  pay. 

Position  of  the  committee. — The  organizations  contend  that  this 
v/as  a made-up  crew,  belonging  to  the  first  district,  and  used  on 
the  second  district,  and  should  have  been  disbanded  upon  arrived 
at  the  home  terminal  of  the  district  upon  which  used,  which  in  this 
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case  is  Riverbank,  and  should  not  have  been  used  out  oi  River- 
bank  unless  an  eiiiergency  at  least  equal  to  the  one  making  the  use 
of  this  crew  necessary,  existed  at  Riverbank.  Therefore,  the  time 
as  claimed  should  be  allowed. 

The  organizations  further  contend  that  the  held-away-from-home- 
terminal  rule  obligates  the  railway  company  to  designate  a home 
terminal  for  each  crew  in  pool  freight  and  in  unassigned  service, 
and  tiiat  such  home  terminal  shall  not  be  changed  for  an  individual 
crew  as  was  done  in  this  case  to  evade  the  consequences  of  the  rule. 

Position  of  the  management, — That  when  necessary  to  press  an 
extra  made-up  crew  into  chain-gang  freight  service  because  of  no 
chain-gang  crews  being  available,  it  is  proper  to  use  them  in  service 
on  the  return  movement ; that  this  crew  became  a temporary  addi- 
tion to  the  chain-gang  assignment  until  they  returned  to  the  point 
at  which  they  entered  the  service.  Further,  that  while  so  tem- 
porarily assigned  the  crew  took  the  home  terminal  provisions  of  the 
assignment  in  which  they  were  used. 

Decision.— Q\2i\m.  of  Conductor  R.  AY.  AYhite  and  Brakemen  G. 

Clifton  and  H.  AAk  Koll  is  allowed. 


DECISION  NO.  12.— CASE  14. 

Chicago,  III.,  Novemher  26,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  (Coast  Lines). 

Request  that  mixed  train  rates  be  paid  crews  operating  trains  35 
and  36  Calwa-Corcoran  via  Fresno  and  return  to  Calwa,  with  back 
pay  to  the  effective  date  of  Supplement  No.  25  to  General  Order 
Nb.  27. 

Joint  statement  of  facts.’ — The  Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  operates  a 
turn-around  service  out  of  Calwa  in  which  the  assigned  crew  leaves 
Calwa  in  freight  service  to  Corcoran,  the  turning  point,  returning 
in  passenger  service  train  35  to  Calwa  via  Fresno. 

Article  35  of  the  schedule  in  effect  between  the  Santa  Fe  Railway 
Co.  Coast  Lines  and  the  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brother- 
hood of  Railroad  Trainmen  provides  that — 

On  the  Los  Angeles  and  Valley  Divisions  crews  assigned  to  runs  handling 
passenger  and  freight  will  be  classed  in  mixed  service. 

Prior  to  the  effective  date  of  Supplement  No.  25  to  General  Order 
No.  27  this  crew  was  paid  mixed-train  rates  for  this  service.  After 
the  effective  date  of  Supplement  No.  25  to  General  Order  No.  27  the 
company  paid  local  freight  rates  which  were  less  than  mixed-train 
rates,  basing  the  right  to  do  so  upon  paragraph  (t?).  Article  VI  of 
Supplement  No.  25  to  General  Order  No.  27,  reading: 

Road  conductors  and  trainmen  performing  more  than  one  class  of  road 
service  in  a day  or  trip  wilLbe  paid  for  the  entire  service  at  the  highest  rate 
applicable  to  any  class  of  service  performed.  The  overtime  basis  for  the  rate 
paid  will  apply  for  the  entire  trip. 

The  organizations  protest  this  method  of  payment  and  allege  that 
the  supplement  did  not  reclassify  service. 
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Position  of  the  committees. — The  organizations  contend  that  the 
suippiement  did  not  reclassify  service;  therefore,  the  railway  com- 
pany was  in  error  in  changing  the  rate  of  pay  as  the  service  per- 
formed since  the  rate  has  been  changed  is  identical  with  the  serx  ice 
performed  prior  to  the  time  the  change  in  rate  was  made. 

Position  of  m,anagement. — It  is  the  position  of  the  railway  com- 
pany that  Article  VI,  Paragraph  (c),  Supplement.  No.  25  is  man- 
datory and  that  two  classes  of  service  handled  on  the  same  day  or 
trip  must  be  paid  under  the  above-quoted  article. 

Decision, — Claim  of  organizations  is  sustained.  Back  payments  to 
be  made  from  March  1,  1920. 


DECISION  NO.  13.— CASE  17. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  28,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  (Coast  Lines). 

Claim  of  Conductor  R.  E.  Black,  Brakemen  C.  D.  Hubbard  and 
J.  W.  Clifton,  for  run-around  September  16  and  17, 1920. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — On  approximately  September  14  the 
chain  gang  through  freight  board  of  the  third  district  of  the  Valley 
Division  was  increased  tw^o  crews,  namely,  Ledgerwood  and  crew 
and  Spinney  and  crew.  These  crews  were  continued  in  the  assign- 
ment until  each  had  made  two  round  trips  between  Richmond  and 
Riverbank.  On  September  16  Conductor  Ledgerwood  and  crew, 
called  in  the  turn  of  their  arrival,  left  the  terminal  at  10.30  p.  m., 
when  Black  and  crew  were  available  for  service.  September  17 
Spinney  and  crew  were  called  in  the  turn  of  their  arrival  and  left 
the  terminal  at  2.30  a.  m.,  when  Black  and  crew  were  available  for 
service. 

Black  and  crew  made  claim  for  33^  miles  for  each  member  of  the 
crew  for  each  time  Ledgerwood  and  Spinney  left  the  terminal  Avhen 
Black  and  crew  were  available  for  service.  The  company  declined 
payment  as  claimed. 

Position  of  committees. — The  organizations  contend  that  these 
crews  were  emergency  crews  and  should  not  have  been  used  out  of  the 
home  terminal  when  the  regular  a.ssigned  chain  gang  through  freight- 
service  crews  were  available.  March  8,  1921,  Superintendent  Walker 
wrote  Assistant  to  General  Manager  C.  E.  Hill,  in  part,  as  follovys : 

It  has  always  been  the  practice  on  this  division  when  a made-up  crew  is  used 
in  chain-gang  service  out  of  home  terminal,  that  they  be  disbanded  on  return 
to  that  point,  and  if  the  services  of  an  extra  crew  are  still  needed  we  make 
up  another  crew  from  the  extra  board  unless  the  assignment  is  to  be  permanent, 
in  which  case  the  extra  crew  is  continued  in  the  assignment  and  run  is  properly 
advertised  for  bids. 

The  organizations  further  contend  that  as  these  crews  were  not 
bulletined  and  were  discontinued  after  having  completed  two  round 
trips  each  and  were  used  on  their  second  trip  out  of  the  home  ter- 
minal ahead  of  a regular  assigned  chain-gang  crew,  that  the  claim 
as  submitted  should  be  allowed. 

Position  of  m.anagew,ent. — The  organizations  claim  those  were 
“ emergency  ” crews.  The  railway  company  does  not  admit  that 
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these  were  “emergency”  crev/s.  The  conditions  warranting  an  in- 
crease in  the  regular  assignment,  two  crews  were  added  with  the 
intention  of  keeping  them  in  such  assignment  until  and  when  con- 
ditions might  warrant  again  reducing  the  number  of  crews.  It  was, 
therefore,  proper  to  give  these  crews  their  turn  at  both  ends  of  the 
district  with  other  chain-gang  crews  until  the  assignment  was  again 
reduced. 

Decision, — The  Board  decides  that  an  emergency  did  exist ; there- 
fore claim  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  14.— CASE  19. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  28,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Conductors  James  Weldon  and  F.  H.  Wilson,  Lake 
Superior  Division,  for  one  day’s  pay  at  work-train  rates  July  22  and 
29,  1920,  respectively,  based  on  rule  48,  Article  II  of  the  conductors’ 
schedule,  dated  June  15,  1920. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Several  regular  assignments  in  work- 
train  service  were  bulletined  as  per  mie  12  («),  Article  II  of  the 
conductors’  schedule.  Conductor  Wilson,  who  was  holding  a regu- 
lar car  in  chain-gang  service,  applied  for  and  was  assigned  in 
accordance  with  his  seniority  in  service  to  the  work-train  assign- 
ment which  commenced  on  July  22,  1920.  He  arrived  at  Duluth  in 
chain-gang  service  at  3.30  a.~  m.,  July  22,  after  being  on  duty  16 
hours;  rest  period  expired  at  1.30  p.  m.,  and  he  was  called  for  work- 
train  service  at  8.30  a.  m.,  July  23. 

Conductor  Weldon,  who  was  also  holding  a regTilar  car  in  chain- 
gang  service,  applied  for  and  was  assigned  in  accordance  with  his 
seniority  in  service  to  the  work-train  assignment  which  commenced 
July  30.  He  arrived  at  Duluth  in  chain-gang  service  at  7.55  a.  m., 
July  29,  after  being  on  duty  12  hours  and  55  minutes;  rest  period 
expired  at  3.55  p.  m.,  and  he  was  called  for  work-train  service  at 
6 a.  m.,  July  30. 

Conductor  Wilson  submitted  claim  for  one  day’s  pay  at  work- 
train  rates  for  July  22,  and  Conductor  Weldon  submitted  claim  for 
one  day’s  pay  at  work-train  rates  for  July  29,  1920,  based  on  rule  48, 
Article  II  of  the  conductors’  schedule,  reading : 

The  time  of  assigned  conductors  will  not  be  discounted  for  days  not  used. 

Position  of  committees. — On  July  17  the  following  notice  was 
issued  by  the  division  superintendent  and  placed  on  all  bulletin 
boards : 


^ NOTICE  NO.  17. 

Duluth,  Jnly  17,  1920. 

Conductors,  Lake  Superior  Division: 

We  exiiect  to  use  five  (5)  work-train  crews  within  the  next  few  days.  These 
jobs  will  be  assigned  to  the  senior  conductor  applying.  Please  make  applica- 
tion to  the  trainmaster’s  office. 

( Signed ) 


W.  H.  Strachan,  Super intendetit. 
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Conductors  Wilson  and  Weldon  were  two  of  the  conductors  se- 
lected from  the  total  number  signing  notice  requesting  the  service. 
Both  of  these  conductors  were  in  pool  and  unassigned  service,  run- 
ning first  in,  first  out  of  Duluth,  and  were  in  Duluth  some  part  of 
each  alternate  date.  Mr.  Rapelje’s  letter  of  May  19,  1921,  addressed 
to  Mr.  Hughes,  in  the  second  paragraph,  states : 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  work  trains  to  which  these  two  conductors 
were  assigned  had  been  propeidy  bulletined  under  paragraph  («),  rule  14, 
Article  II  of  the  conductors’  schedule,  and  under  the  provisions  of  this  para- 
graph Conductors  Weldon  and  Wilson  made  application  and  were  assigned  to 
this  work-train  service,  and  also  that  when  the  bulletin  was  posted  it  was 
stated  the  date  on  which  this  work-train  assignment  would  become  effective. 

Please  note  the  notice  as  issued  does  not  make  mention  of  any 
effective  date;  therefore,  under  the  reading  of  the  notice  the  com- 
mittee feels  that  the  effective  date  of  assignment  for  these  con- 
ductors is  the  date  that  the  first  conductor  was  ])ut  in  this  work- 
train  service,  which  was  Conductor  Robinson,  July  22.  Conductor 
Wilson  arrived  in  Duluth  (the  division  terminal)  July  22  in  pool 
service  at  3.30  a.  m. ; had  legal  rest  at  1.30  p.  m.,  and  available  for 
service  for  full  16-hour  period,  but  was  not  used  until  8.30  a.  m. 
July  23,  when  he  was  put  in  work-train  service  under  the  provisions 
of  rule  14  \a)^  Article  II. 

Conductor  Weldon  was  withdrawn  from  pool  service  July  29  and 
put  in  work-train  service  July  30.  He  w^as  available  for  full  legal 
service  of  16  hours  at  3.55  p.  m.  July  29,  1920. 

The  committee  contends  that  when  Conductor  Robinson  was  put 
in  this  work-train  assignment  on  July  22  that  was  the  effective  date 
of  the  assignment  for  all  the  conductors  assigned  under  Notice  No. 
17  of  July  IT,  and  further  contends  that  all  of  these  conductors 
assigned  were  considered  competent,  and  such  being  the  case  they 
should  have  been  put  in  service  in  relation  to  their  seniority,  i.e., 
first,  James  Weldon;  second,  W.  A.  Robinson;  third,  J.  H.  Syming- 
ton; fourth,  F.  IT.  Wilson.  However,  Conductor  W.  A.  Robinson 
who  is  No.  43  on  the  seniority  list,  was  put  in  work-train  service 
July  22;  Conductor  F.  H.  Wilson,  No.  50,  on  July  23;  Conductor 
Weldon,  No.  34,  July  29;  and  Conductor  J.  H.  Symington,  No.  45, 
date  unknown,  but  later  than  Weldon.  July  22  should  be  the  effec- 
tive date  of  the  assignment  inasmuch  as  Conductor  Wilson  was  not 
used  July  22  or  Conductor  Weldon  July  29,  in  accordance  with  rule 
51-A,  reading: 

The  time  of  assigned  conductors  will  not  be  discounted  for  days  not  used. 

Position  of  management, — On  July  17,  1920,  the  superintendent 
posted  a bulletin  with  reference  to  placing  in  service  five  work- 
train  crews.  Three  work-train  crews  commenced  service  on  July 
22,  1920,  but  the  fourth  crew.  Conductor  Wilson,  was  not  called 
for  service  until  8.30  a.  m.  July  23,  for  the  reason  that  he  was  not 
available  for  service  on  the  22d,  the  date  for  which  claim  is  made 
for  an  additional  day’s  pay.  Conductor  Wilson  applied  for  work- 
train  service  and  was  assigned  in  accordance  with  his  seniority 
in  service.  As  outlined  in  the  joint  statement  of  facts.  Conductor 
Wilson  arrived  at  Duluth  in  chain-gang  service  at  3.30  a.  m.  July 
22  after  having  been  on  duty  16  hours,  and  his  rest  period  did  not 
expire  until  1.30  p.  m. 
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In  the  case  of  Conductor  Weldon — he  arrived  at  Duluth  in 
chain-gang  service  at  7.55  a.  m.  July  29  after  having  been  on  duty 
12  hours  and  35  minutes,  and  his  rest  period  did  not  expire  until 
3.55  p.  m.  July  29.  Conductor  Weldon  also  had  applied  for  and  was 
assigned  to  work-train  service,  but  was  not  called  for  work-train  serv- 
ice until  6 a.m.  July  30,  for  the  reason  he  was  not  available  for  service 
on  the  29th,  the  date  for  which  claim  was  made  for  an  additional 
day’s  pay. 

Under  the  schedule  rules  in  effect  bulletins  are  posted  covering 
work-train  assignments  and  conductors  are  given  an  opportunity 
to  exercise  their  seniority,  and  in  doing  so  the  rides  do  not  con- 
template allowing  pay  when  changing  from  one  assignment  to  an- 
other. When  Conductors  Weldon  and  Wilson  arrived  at  Duluth  on 
July  22  and  29,  respectively,  they  terminated  their  assignments  in 
chain-gang  service  and  therefore  the  3,000-mile  guarantee  attaching 
to  that  service  would  not  be  applicable,  and,  as  they  were  chang- 
ing from  one  service  to  another  in  the  exercise  of  their  seniority,  it 
is  the  contention  of  the  management  that  they  are  not  entitled  to 
the  additional  compensation  as  claimed  for  the  reason  that  they 
were  not  available  for  service  on  the  dates  mentioned. 

It  is  customary  in  all  cases  to  mark  up  conductors  for  work- 
train  service,  where  it  is  possible  to  do  so,  without  loss  of  time, 
and  inasmuch  as  Conductors  Wilson  and  Weldon  signed  for  these 
work  trains,  it  vras  natural  to  assume  that  they  desired  to  enter 
work-train  service  on  the  date  the  assignment  became  effective 
and  in  this  instance  if  they  had  been  allowed  to  continue  in  chain- 
gang  service  for  another  round  trip  this  would  either  have  delayed 
the  commencement  of  the  work-train  assignment  or  required  the  use 
of  extra  men. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  management  that  the  situation  was  prop- 
erly handled  and  was  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  schedule  rules 
governing,  and  the  claims  for  additional  compensation  were  denied 
on  the  ground  that  there  are  no  schedule  rules  which  would  sup- 
port such  payment. 

Decision. — Claim  of  Conductors  James  Weldon  and  F.  H.  Wilson 
denied. 


DECISION  NO.  15— CASE  22. 

Chicago,  III.,  Ncyvember  29,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Conductor  T.  J.  Savoy  for  800  miles  pay  at  through 
freight  rates  account  not  being  allowed  to  exercise  his  seniority  July 
14,  1920,  and  subsequent  thereto. 

Position  of  committees . — The  Minnesota  Division  covers  the  ter- 
ritory from  Staples,  Minn.,  to  Dilworth,  Minn.,  a point  105.4  miles 
west;  the  branch  line  Wadena  to  Oakes  diverging  southwestward 
151.3  miles  at  Wadena,  a point  17  miles  west  of  Staples;  also  branch 
line  iNIanitoba  Junction  to  Pembina,  distance  188.1  miles,  diverging 
at  Manitoba  Junction,  a point  82.4  miles  west  of  Staples.  At  East 
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Grand  Forks,  a point  on  the  latter  branch,  a number  or  crews  termi- 
nate and  handle  assignments  created  under  the  provision  of  rule  12, 
article  3,  East  Grand  Forks  being  177  miles  <listant  from  Staples 
and  a point  at  which  no  extra  list  of  conductors  is  maintained. 

On  July  6,  1920,  three  work-train  assignments  were  put  on  at 
East  Grand  Forks,  making  40  regular  positions  for  conductors. 
Conductor  Savoy  being  No.  39  on  the  seniority  list  of  the  Minne- 
sota Division  could  hold  a regular  assignment  out  of  East  Grand 
Forks  and  was  so  notified  by  the  trainmaster  and  told  that  he  would 
be  required  to  go  to  East  Grand  Forlcs  as  he  could  not  run  extra  out 
of  Staples  when  he  could  hold  a regular  run  out  of  East  Grand 
Forks.  Conductor  Savoy,  filling  a temporary  vacancy  on  Conductor 
Nickey’s  car  on  July  8,  continued  as  conductor  on  that  car  until 
July  i3,  arrived  at  Staples  at  7.30  p.  m.,  July  13,  and  was  displaced 
by  reason  of  Conductor  Nickey  reporting  for  duty.  On  July  14 
Conductor  McDonald,  who  had  sufficient  seniority  to  enable  him  to 
perform  regular  service,  laid  off  for  eight  da5^s  and  Conductor 
Savoy  applied  for  permission  to  fill  the  vacancy.  This  was  denied 
him  on  the  ground  that  he  could  hold  regular  service  at  East  Grand 
Forks  and  must,  therefore,  go  to  that  point  in  order  to  perform 
service  of  any  character. 

We  do  not  believe  that  Conductor  Savoy  should  have  been  denied 
the  right  to  exercise  his  seniority  as  a conductor  in  accordance  with 
rule  11,  article  3,  and  claim  for  800  miles  lost  time  is  therefore 
made.  Under  the  application  of  rule  11  we  understand  that  a con- 
ductor has  the  right  to  exercise  his  choice  to  work  as  a conductor 
which  his  seniority  entitles  him  to,  regular  or  extra.  The  manage- 
ment in  declining  claim  of  Conductor  Savoy  says  the  Cleveland 
compact  will  not  permit  of  a conductor  performing  extra  service 
except  where  a guaranteed  extra  list  is  maintained  under  the  pro- 
visions of  rule  73.  article  2. 

The  Cleveland  compact  is  a dividing  line  between  two  classes  of 
service;  that  of  performing  service  as  a conductor  and  that  of 
brakeman.  Under  the  Cleveland  compact  as  many  conductors  must 
be  withdrawn  from  service  as  brakemen  as  there  are  regular  posi- 
tions as  conductors.  There  is  nothing  in  the  compact  that  says  these 
withdrawn  conductors  must  fill  the  regular  positions,  but  does  deny 
them  the  opportunity  to  a position  as  brakeman. 

There  was  no  extra  board  maintained  at  Staples;  therefore  the 
provisions  of  paragraph  (e)  of  this  rule  would  not  give  the  manage- 
m.ent  the  right  to  take  an  extra  conductor  that  was  braking  to  fill  a 
vacancy  ahead  of  a senior  conductor  who  had  been  withdrawn  from 
service  as  brakeman,  which  was  done  in  this  case,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  note  in  connection  with  rule  30,  article  3. 

The  management  lays  considerable  stress  on  question  C,  contained 
in  letter  of  June  1,  1920,  found  on  pages  80,  81,  and  82  of  our  sched- 
ule, issued  over  the  signature  of  President  Sheppard,  of  the  Order 
of  E ail  way  Conductors,  addressed  to  his  vice  presidents,  relative 
to  four  extra  conductors.  This  question  has  no  bearing  on  the 
case  in  question,  for,  as  stated  in  the  foregoing,  there  was  no  extra 
board  maintained  at  Staples  under  the  provisions  of  rule  73,  Article 
II therefore  we  contend  that  all  work  as  conductor  on  the  Minne- 
sota Division  was  open  to  conductors  subject  to  their  seniority. 
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Position  of  management. — On  J 8,  1920,  three  work  trains  were 
placed  in  service  on  the  Minnesota  Division,  which  resulted  in  creat- 
ing three  permanent  vacancies  on  assigned  runs  operating  on  the 
Eed  Kiver  Branch,  with  home  terminal  at  East  Grand  Forks. 
Staples  is  the  home  terminal  and  division  headquarters  for  crews 
operating  on  the  main  line,  and  East  Grand  Forks,  an  isolated 
point,  is  the  home  terminal  for  crews  operating  on  the  Bed  Fiver 
Branch,  and  as  there  were  no  applicants  for  the  three  vacancies 
created  at  East  Grand  Forks,  the  trainmaster  on  that  date  notified 
the  three  senior  extra  conductors,  viz,  Conductors  Phillips,  Savoy, 
and  Wherry,  that  they  were  next  in  line  for  permanent  positions 
as  conductors,  and  were  requested  by  the  trainmaster  to  go  to  East 
Grand  Forks  to  fill  these  permanent  vacancies.  Article  II  of  the 
Cleveland  compact,  appearing  on  page  51  of  the  conductors’  sched- 
ule dated  June  15,  1920,  is  referred  to. 

Inasmuch  as  Conductor  Savoy  was  filling  a temporary  vacancy 
as  conductor  in  chain-gang  service  between  Staples  and  Dilworth, 
he  was  allowed  to  remain  in  that  service  until  July  13,  when  dis- 
placed by  the  regular  conductor  returning  to  service,  who  was  senior 
to  Conductor  Savoy.  After  being  displaced  on  July  13  Conductor 
Savoy  made  application  for  further  extra  running  as  conductor  out 
of  Staples.  He  was  then  notified  by  the  trainmaster  that  he  would 
be  obliged^  under  Article  II  of  the  Cleveland  compact,  to  exercise 
his  seniority  to  one  of  the  permanent  positions  vacant  at  East 
Grand  Forks,  but  instead  of  going  to  East  Grand  Forks,  Conductor 
Savoy  elected  to  remain  at  Staples  until  July  21,  and  claims  pay 
for  time  lost  from  July  14  to  July  21,  inclusive,  on  account  of  not 
being  permitted  to  perfoimi  intermittent  extra  running  out  of 
Staples  as  conductor  in  preference  to  a permanent  position  at  East 
Grand  Forks,  for  which  he  was  next  in  line. 

The  conductors’  committee  and  the  management  were  unable  to 
agree  u}x>n  a joint  statement  of  facts,  the  conductors  taking  excep- 
tion to  the  statement  contained  in  the  above  that  the  claim  of  Con- 
ductor Savoy  for  lost  time  July  14  to  July  21,  inclusive,  was  on 
account  of  not  being  permitted  to  perform  intermittent  extra  run- 
ning out  of  Staples  as  conductor  in  preference  to  a permanent  posi- 
tion at  East  Grand  Forks  for  which  he  was  next  in  line.  The  con- 
ductors disclaim  that  this  was  intermittent  extra  running  that  Con- 
ductor Savoy  requested  he  should  be  allowed  to  do,  and  the  reason 
for  the  claim  at  this  time  is  on  account  of  Conductor  Savoy  not 
being  permitted  to  fill  a temporary  vacancy  as  conductor  occasioned 
by  Conductor  McDonald  laying  off  in  chain-gang  service  on  July 
14,  following  the  day  the  former  was  displaced  on  account  of  regular 
Conductor  Nickey  returning  to  service. 

Begardless  of  the  fact  that  there  was  an  interval  of  one  day  be- 
tween the  time  Conductor  Savoy  was  displaced  and  the  time  the 
vacancy  occurred  on  Conductor  ^McDonald’s  car,  the  conductors’ 
committee  is  attempting  to  establish  the  principle  of  permitting 
conductors  to  lay  around  at  terminals  to  do  intermittent  extra  run- 
ning as  conductor  from  time  to  time  as  such  service  may  arise  in 
preference  to  exercising  their  seniority  to  a permanent  position  as 
conductor,  if  they  desire  to  do  so,  which  is  contrary  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Cleveland  compact  and  interpretations  thereon. 
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Attention  is  directed  to  the  fact  that  Conductor  Savoy  in  his 
letter  to  the  local  lodge  under  date  of  August  26,  1920,  stated  in 
part  as  follows: 

I am  sending  you  a list  of  my  time  slips  for  100  miles  July  14  to  21, 
1920,  inclusive,  on  account  of  not  being  permitted  to  work  extra  out  of 
Staples. 

He  also  stated  that  the  reason  for  this  request  was  on  account 
of  his  wife  being  away  and  that  he  desired  to  work  out  of  Staples 
until  she  returned. 

Conductor  Phillips,  one  of  the  three  conductors  besides  Con- 
ductor Savoy  who  were  notified,  that  they  were  in  line  for  per- 
manent positions  at  East  Grand  Forks,  was  displaced  by  regular 
Conductor  Schneider  returning  to  service  on  July  11,  and  there- 
upon Conductor  Phillips  asked  for  a lay  off  before  taking  the 
permanent  position  at  East  Grand  Forks,  and  the  fact  remains,  if 
the  contention  of  the  conductors’  committee  is  agreed  to,  that  Con- 
ductor Savoy  was  permitted  to  remain  at  Staples  to  do  intermittent 
running,  the  same  conditions  would  have  applied  to  Conductor 
Phillips,  and  as  he  was  senior  in  service  he  would  have  then  taken  the 
temporary  vacancy  on  Conductor  McDonald’s  car  on  July  14,  and 
not  Conductor  Savoy.  Conductor  Savoy  during  the  period  he  was 
off  between  July  14  and  21,  inclusive,  would  have  been  able  to  work 
only  on  three  days;  viz,  Jufy  IT,  19,  and  21.  Copy  of  communica- 
tion from  Superintendent  Hackenberg  to  General  Superintendent 
Kline  is  referred  to  (Exhibit  A),  which  outlines  in  detail  the  facts 
in  the  case  and  what  would  have  taken  place  if  the  matter  had  been 
handled  in  accordance  with  the  conductors’  contentiom 

The  question  to  be  determined  in  this  case  is  whether  or  not  the 
schedule  rules  would  permit  Conductor  Savoy  to  have  remained  at 
Statutes  and  do  such  intermittent  running  as  might  arise  as  extra 
conductor  from  time  to  time  in  preference  to  exercising  his  seniority 
to  a permanent  position  as  conductor  out  of  East  Grand  Forks. 
Attention  is  directed  to  Article  II  of  the  Cleveland  compact  and 
note  in  connection  with  rule  30,  article  3;  also  rule  66,  Article  II 
of  the  conductors’  schedule  of  June  15,  1920;  also  to  interpretations 
placed  on  the  Cleveland  compact  by  the  executive  officers  of  the 
conductors’  and  trainmen’s  organizations. 

A guaranteed  extra  list  of  conductors  is  not  maintained  at  Staples 
in  accordance  with  rule  66,  consequently,  in  line  with  questions  and 
answers  contained  in  interpretations  placed  on  the  Cleveland  com- 
pact by  the  executive  officers  of  the  conductors’  and  trainmen’s  or- 
ganizations, ta^ken  in  conjunction  with  the  second  paragraph  of  the 
note  appearing  under  Article  II  of  the  Cleveland  compact,  it  was 
not  permissible  to  carry  an  extra  list  for  conductors  at  Staples  and 
it  would  necessarily  follow  under  those  conditions  that  conductors 
on  that  division  must,  in  accordance  with  the  rules  and  interpreta- 
tions referred  to,  exercise  their  seniority  and  take  permanent  posi- 
tions as  they  occur. 

During  the  last  schedule  revision  the  conductors’  committee  re- 
quested the  management  to  consider  their  request  for  a ^larantee 
for  conductors  on  the  extra  board  and  it  was  very  emphatically 
stated  by  their  general  chairman  that  as  long  as  the  management  de- 
clined to  grant  a guarantee  to  extra  conductors  we  should  not  estab- 
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lish  an  extra  board  and  have  conductors  lay  around  terminals,  and 
that  conductors  did  not  have  the  ri^ht  to  lay  around  terminals  and 
take  whatever  extra  running  showed  up  in  preference  to  taking 
permanent  positions  at  isolated  points. 

It  is  quite  evident  the  conductors  have  since  taken  a different  posi- 
tion in  prosecuting  the  claim  of  Conductor  Savoy,  notwithstanding 
the  position  of  the  management  is  fully  supported  by  the  provisions 
of  the  Cleveland  compact  and  the  interpretations  thereon.  When 
Conductor  Savoy  was  notified  on  July  8,  1920,  that  he  was  senior 
extra  conductor  "available  for  a permanent  position  at  East  Grand 
Forks  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  Cleveland  compact,  he 
was  at  that  time  filling  a temporary  vacancy  on  Conductor  Nickey’s 
car  and  he  was  permitted  to  continue  in  this  temporary  vacancy 
until  displaced  by  the  regular  conductor  returning  to  service  on 
July  13,  but  after  the  completion  of  this  temporary  service,  it  is  the 
position  of  the  management  that  Conductor  Savoy  was  obligated 
under  the  schedule  rules  referred  to,  to  exercise  his  seniority  to  the 
permanent  position  at  East  Grand  Forks  for  which  he  was  next 
in  line  and  that  he  was  not  permitted  to  remain  at  Staples  to  do 
intermittent  extra  running  as  conductor  inasmuch  as  an  extra  board 
of  conductors  is  not  maintained  at  that  point  under  the  provisions 
of  rule  66. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  management  that  the  rules  do  not  support 
the  claim  of  Conductor  Savoy  for  800  miles  and  that  the  contention 
of  the  committee  in  this  case  is  contrary  to  the  intent  and  literal  ap- 
plication of  the  rules  quoted. 

Decision. — Claim  denied.  _ 


DECISION  NO.  16.— CASE  23. 

' ^ Chicago,  III.,  JSfovemher  29,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Conductor  Eeyer,  Lake  Superior  Division,  for  30  minutes 
additional  each  day  for  putting  away  train  in  Minneapolis  coach 
yard  under  the  application  of  rule  14,  Article  I,  conductors’  schedule. 

statement  of  facts. — Passenger  train  No.  67  leaves  Taylors 
Falls  at  6.10  a.  m. ; crew  commences  work  at  5.40  a.  m.,  arrives  at  Min- 
neapolis at  9.25  a.  m.,  and  after  discharging  passengers,  and  baggage 
and  express  is  unloaded,  the  train  is  moved  from  the  Union  Station 
to  the  coach  yard,  and  prior  to  the  leaving  time  of  train  No.  68  the 
crew  brings  "the  train  from  the  coach  yard  to  the  Union  Station; 
leaving  Minneapolis  at  5.05  p.  m.,  arriving  at  Taylors  Falls  and  tying 
up  at  8 p.  m. ; total  mileage  118.6  miles.  This  is  a short  turn-around 
passenger  run  operated  under  the  provisions  of  rule  3,  Article  I of  the 
conductors’  schedule. 

Taylors  Falls  is  the  home  terminal,  and  at  the  turnaround  point 
at  Mjjuneapolis  the  crew  is  released  from  duty  after  putting  the  train 
away  until  required  for  service  on  the  return  trip,  permitting  a de- 
duction of  2 hours  within  the  spread  of  10  hours,  and  under  the  ap- 
plication of  the  above  rule  this  crew  is  allowed  1 day’s  pay  and  4 
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hours  20  minutes’  overtime.  Conductor  Beyer,  who  is  assigned  to 
this  run,  is  making  claim  for  an  additional  30  minutes  under  the  ap- 
plication of  rule  14,  Article  I,  which  has  been  declined  by  the  man- 
agement on  the  ground  that  the  overtime  on  this  run  is  sufficient  to 
absorb  this  special  allowance. 

Position  of  committees. — This  claim  involves  the  payment  of  time 
for  service  rendered  between  the  trips  of  a short  turn-around  assign- 
ment operated  under  rule  3,  Article  I,  of  the  conductors’  schedule. 
Conductor  Beyer’s  assignment  is  trains  67  and  68,  Taylors  Falls  to 
Minneapolis  and  Minneapolis  to  Taylors  Falls;  on  duty  at  Taylors 
Falls  at  5.40  a.  m.,  leaving  at  6.10  a.  m. ; arriving  at  Minneapolis  9.25 
a.  m. ; after  unloading  passengers,  baggage,  and  express,  he  is  then 
required  to  take  train  into  freight  yard,  a distance  of  approximately 
three-quarters  of  a mile;  he  is  then  relieved  from  duty  until  4.20 
p.  m.,  when  he  is  required  to  take  the  train  to  the  Union  Depot,  de- 
parting therefrom  at  5.05  p.  m.,  and  arriving  at  Taylors  Falls  at  8 p.  m. 

The  work  of  taking  trains  to  the  Minneapolis  freight  yard  has  been 
imposed  upon  Lake  Superior  Division  conductors  since  the  removal 
of  the  freight  terminal  to  Northtown,  and  while  the  work  has  been 
done  for  several  years,  it  has  not  been  done  without  protest  or  pay. 
At  the  time  of  negotiating  the  present  schedule,  provision  was  made 
to  cover  this  service.  While  it  is  true  the  rule  makes  provision  for 
absorbing  the  allowance  when  overtime  accrues,  it  is  also  true  that 
Conductor  Beyer  performs  the  service  at  a time  when  overtime  does 
not  accrue,  and  it  does  not  in  any  manner  affect  the  spread  of  service 
in  his  assignment.  As  we  see  it,  he  simply  performs  a service  out- 
side the  limits  of  his  assignment,  which  we  contend  should  be  paid 
for  in  addition  thereto. 

Position  of  management. — Rule  14,  Article  I,  of  the  conductors’ 
schedule  was  first  incorporated  in  the  conductors’  schedule  of  June 
15,  1920,  following  negotiations  with  the  conductors’  committee, 
which  the  committee  contends  supports  the  claim  of  Conductor  Beyer 
for  an  additional  allowance  of  30  minutes  for  handling  passenger 
equipment  from  Minneapolis  Union  Station  to  the  coach  yard  in 
Minneapolis  lower  yard  between  the  arrival  and  departure  of  trains 
67  and  68. 

Minneapolis  is  the  turn-around  point  for  the  passenger  crew  as- 
signed to  trains  67  and  68,  and  after  putting  away  their  train  in  coach 
yard  the  crew  is  released  from  duty  permitting  a deduction  of  2 
hours  within  the  spread  of  10  hours  under  the  8- within- 10-hour  rule, 
which  is  applicable  to  the  run  in  question.  When  rule  14  referred  to 
was  agreed  upon  it  was  distinctly  understood  that  this  allowance 
would  be  absorbable  in  overtime;  in  other  words,  it  is  the  intent  of 
the  rule  not  to  allow  duplicate  compensation  for  any  work  performed 
during  the  spread  of  the  day’s  assignment.  The  rule  reads  in  part 
as  follows: 

This  allowance  to  be  absorbable  when  overtime  accrues. 

which  is  specific  in  its  terms,  and  during  the  negotiations  with  the 
conductors’  committee  in  the  spring  of  1920  it  was  fully  understood 
the  manner  in  which  this  rule  would  be  applied,  although  it  is  a fact 
that  prior  to  the  insertion  of  this  rule  in  the  schedule  all  crews  as- 
signed to  passenger  runs  originating  or  terminating  at  Minneapolis 
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were  allowed  certain  compensation  for  handling  their  trains  between 
the  Union  Station  and  the  coach  3^ard,  which  was  covered  by  a ruling 
outside  of  the  schedule.  This  ruling,  however,  has  been  superseded 
by  rule  14  in  the  present  schedule,  and  in  connection  therewith  atten- 
tion is  directed  to  rule  33,  Article  III,  of  the  conductors’  schedule. 

There  is  no  question,  therefore,  that  the  provisions  of  rule  14 
govern  without  regard  to  rulings  in  effect  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
present  schedule.  The  assignment  of  the  crew  in  question  covers  a 
spread  of  14  hours  and  20  minutes,  for  which  the  crew  is  allowed  1 
day’s  pay  plus  4 hours  20  minutes’  overtime  after  deducting  2 hours 
on  account  of  the  release  from  duty  at  Minneapolis,  and  as  this  over- 
time is  sufficient  to  absorb  the  30  minutes’  allowance  for  handling  their 
train  between  the  Minneapolis  Union  Station  and  the  coach  yard  it  is 
the  position  of  the  management  that  this  crew  is  not  entitled  to  the 
additional  compensation  claimed. 

Decision. — The  Board  decides  that  any  payments  covered  by  note 
under  rule  3,  Article  I,  are  not  canceled  by  rule  14,  Article  I.  Claim 
of  emplo3^ees  is  sustained. 

DECISION  NO.  17.— CASE  24. 

Chicago,  III.,  Noi'emher  29,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Conductor  Larson,  Yellowstone  Division,  for  two  run-, 
arounds  of  25  miles  each  on  account  of  alleged  runaround  by  Con- 
ductors Steinbrueck  and  Hanson  at  Dicldnson,  November  4,  1920, 
under  the  application  of  rule  34  («),  Article  II  of  the  conductors’ 
schedule. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Conductor  Larson  and  crew  were  called 
at  Dickinson  for  chain-gang  service  at  1.15  p.  m. ; commenced  work 
at  ^12.45  p.  m. ; consumed  4 hours  45  minutes  loading  stock  for  their 
train  before  departing  from  the  terminal.  Between  the  time  Con- 
ductor Larson  and  crew  went  on  duty  and  departed  from  terminal 
two  other  chain-gang  crews  called  in  turn  and  departed,  one  at  1.55 
p.  m.,  and  the  other  at  4.20  p.  m.  Koad  crews  loading  or  unloading 
stock  at  terminals  are  allowed  pay  for  time  so  consumed,,  under  the 
rule  governing  terminal  switching.  Claim  is  made  for  two  run- 
arounds of  25  miles  each  under  the  application  of  paragraph  (a), 
rule  34,  Article  II  of  the  conductors’  schedule.  Claim  for  runarounds 
under  this  rule  have  never  been  paid  under  similar  circumstances. 

Position  of  committees. — On  November  4,  1920,  Conductor  Larson 
and  crew  called  for  service  at  1.15  p.  m. ; commenced  work  at  12.45 
p.  m.,  and  consumed  4 hours  and  45  minutes  loading  stock  for  their 
train  at  Dicldnson,  their  district  terminal.  Before  departing  from 
Dickinson,  and  while  engaged  in  loading  stock.  Conductor  Larson 
was  runaround  by  two  crews,  one  of  which  departed  at  1.55  p.  m. 
and  the  other  at  4.20  p.  m.,  both  of  which  went  through  to  distant 
terminal  ahead  of  him.  Eeference  is  made  to  rule  34  (a)  of  article 
2.  It  will  be  noted  that  the  rule  contains  no  qualifications  relative 
to  whether  or  not  the  conductor  who  is  runaround  is  at  the  time  per- 
forming service. 
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The  committee  contends  that  because  of  loading  stock  at  Dickinson, 
Conductor  Larson  was  compelled  to  sacrifice  his  position  in  pool 
service,  and,  further,  that  anticipating  conditions  of  this  nature  the 
rule  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a penalty  for  loss  of 
position  in  such  pool,  its  application  not  being  contingent  upon  the 
condition  that  claimant  was  or  was  not  under  pay  at  the  time.  As- 
suming that  on  a certain  district  all  trips  are  made  on  an  hourly 
basis,  under  such  conditions  a crew  runaround  while  waiting  for 
their  engine  would  be  under  pay  and  thus,  in  accordance  with  the  po- 
sition of  the  management,  rule  34  (a)  would  not  apply,  consequently 
the  rule  as  a medium  for  providing  a penalty  is  destroyed.  With 
reference  to  former  rulings  which-  might  be  placed  as  argument 
against  application  of  the  rule,  we  respectfully  refer  you  to  rule  33, 
article  3. 

Position  of  management. — That  part  of  paragraph  (<^),  rule  34, 
Article  II,  of  the  conductors’  schedule  covering  runarounds,  has  been 
in  the  conductors’  schedule,  without  change  or  revision,  since  1910, 
and  records  indicate  that  although  claims  have  been  presented  from 
time  to  time  where  the  circumstances  were  identical,  paj^ment  for 
runarounds  under  the  circumstances  cited  in  this  case  has  never  been 
allowed  in  the  past.  During  the  stock  season  it  frequently  occurs  a 
crew  is  detained  at  terminal  for  the  purpose  of  loading  stock,  for 
which  they  are  compensated  under  the  rule  governing  terminal 
switching,  and  the  crew  second  out,  called  in  turn,  departs  from  the 
terminal  ahead  of  the  crew  called  for  the  stock  extra.  It  is  the  con- 
tention of  the  management  that  conductors  under  the  conditions 
cited  are  not  entitled  to  pay  for  runarounds  in  addition  to  pay  for 
terminal  switching. 

There  is  no  reasonable  argument  supporting  the  claim  for  run- 
arounds after  crews  have  actually  commenced  work  and  are  drawing 
pay  under  the  terminal-switching  rule,  and  it  would  appear  the 
conductors’  committee  is  attempting  to  place  an  interpretation  on 
the  runaround  rule  which  was  not  contemplated  when  the  rule  was 
agreed  to,  and  to  agree  to  such  an  interpretation  at  this  time  would 
be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  Supplement  No.  25  to  General 
Order  No,  27,  and  interpretations  thereon,  which  were  mandatory,  re- 
quiring a revision  of  schedule  rules  to  conform  thereto,  particularly 
the  provision  of  Supplement  No.  25,  which  eliminated  duplicate  pay- 
ments at  terminals.  Attention  is  directed  to  the  second  paragraph  of 
section  (5),  Article  X of  Supplement  No.  25. 

Inasmuch  as  it  w'as  mandatory  to  conform  with  the  principle  out- 
lined therein  at  the  time  Supplement  No.  25  was  incorporated  in  the 
existing  conductors’  schedule,  and  the  fact  that  it  has  not  been  the 
practice  to  pay  runarounds  under  this  rule,  which,  as  stated,  has  been 
in  the  schedule  since  1910,  and  after  the  wage  order  referred  to 
eliminated  the  duplicate-payment  feature  under  the  application  of 
section  (Z>),  Article  X of  Supplement  No.  25,  it  is  the  contention  of 
the  management  that  the  claim  for  runarounds  in  this  instance  is 
improper  and  not  supported  by  the  existing  schedule  rules  or  past 
practice. 

Decision, — Claim  sustained. 
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DECISION  NO.  18.— CASE  26. 

Chicago,  111.,  Novemher  29,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Conductor  Kigdon,  Fargo  Division,  for  local  rate  of  pay 
for  trip  in  through  freight  service  Dilworth  to  Mapleton  and  i^eturn, 
December  9,  1920,  under  the  application  of  rule  8 (<x),  Article  II  of 
the  conductors’  schedule. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Conductor  Rigdon  was  called  for  extra 
1667  in  through  freight  service  for  a turn-around  Dilworth  to  Maple- 
ton  and  return.  This  crew  was  required  to  pick  up  and  set  out  cars  at 
Fife  and  Mapleton  on  the  trip  from  Dilworth  to  Mapleton,  and  on  the 
return  trip  to  Dilworth  set  out  cars  at  Fife  and  Fargo.  Claim  is  made 
for  local  rate  of  pay  under  the  application  of  paragraph  («),  rule 
8,  Article  II  of  conductors’  schedule,  on  the  ground  that  Fargo  is  an 
intermediate  station  en  route. 

Position  of  committees. — In  this  case  Conductor  Rigdon  on  the 
going  trip  Dilworth  (his  terminal)  to  Mapleton,  an  intermediate 
point,  and  return  to  Dilworth,  set  out  cars  at  Fife  and  Mapleton,  and 
on  the  return  trip  picked  up  at  Mapleton  and  set  out  at  Fife  and 
Fargo.  Reference  is  made  to  rule  8 {a)  of  article  2.  Claim  for  local 
rate  is  denied  on  the  ground  that  Far^^o  and  Moorhead  are  embraced 
in  a switching  limit  zone,  made  effective  by  agreement  with  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  organization  in  1915  and  made 
applicable  to  conductors  under  protest. 

It  is  not  denied  by  the  management  that  Conductor  Rigdon  on  trip 
in  question  set  out  and  picked  up  cars  at  Fife  and  Mapleton  on  going 
trip  and  on  return  at  Fife  and  Fargo.  Rule  33,  article  3,  we  believe, 
fully  covers  the  question  of  rulings,  and  that  beginning  with  the 
effective  date  of  the  present  schedule  all  rulings  heretofore  in  effect, 
which  would  include  any  ruling  affecting  switching  limit  zone  at 
Fargo,  were  superseded. 

Position  of  management. — The  question  at  issue  is  whether  or  not 
Fargo  should  be  counted  as  a pick-up  and  set-out  point  under  the 
application  of  paragraph  (a),  rule  8,  Article  II  of  the  conductors’ 
schedule.  Dilworth  is  the  terminal  for  Fargo  Division  freight  crews 
operating  between  Dilworth  and  Jamestown,  and  Fargo  is  within 
the  switching  limit  zone  which  embraces  Dilworth,  Moorhead,  and 
Fargo.  It  is  the  contention  of  the  conductors  that  they  were  not  a 
party  to  the  agreement  covering  the  swdtiching  limit  zones  established 
on  the  Northern  Pacific  Railway  in  the  year  1915,  and  for  this  reason 
are  supporting  the  claim  for  local  rate  of  pay  in  this  instance  on  the 
ground  that  Fargo  should  be  considered  an  intermediate  station  and 
not  a part  of  the  Dilworth  terminal. 

There  is  considerable  history  connected  with  the  establishment  of 
the  so-called  switching  limit  zones.  The  Brotherhood  of  Railroad 
Trainmen  legislate  for  yardmen  as  well  as  brakemen  on  the  Northern 
Pacific,  and  for  a number  of  years  there  was  a controversy  as  between 
the  rights  of  road  and  yardmen,  which  resulted  in  the  Order  of 
Railway  Conductors  and  the  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen 
breaking  off  joint  relations  which  had  existed  on  the  Northern  Pacific 
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for  many  years.  This  question  came  to  a climax  in  1914  while  nego- 
tiations were  in  progress  between  the  general  manager  and  the 
executive  officers  of  the  conductors  and  trainmen’s  organizations. 
At  that  time  both  organizations  were  notified  of  the  necessity  of  ar- 
riving at  some  agreement  covering  the  switching  zone  question  and 
that  the  management  would  be  willing  to  agree  to  any  workable 
proposition  submitted  by  the  two  organizations.  The  joint  commit- 
tee of  conductors  and  trainmen,  however,  could  not  agree  among 
themselves,  and  in  order  to  properly  operate  the  terminals  without 
being  handicapped  by  conflicting  schedule  agreements  it  was  neces- 
sary for  the  management  to  place  in  operation  a proposition  of  their 
own,  which  the  trainmen  later  accepted  and  inserted  in  their  schedule 
effective  June  1,  1915. 

The  conductors  protested  the  application  of  the  zone  agreement 
by  taking  the  matter  up  with  the  president  of  their  organization, 
and  while  they  have  never  formally  accepted  the  zone  agreement,  it  is 
a fact  that  the  conductors  have  been  paid  on  that  basis  since  the  zone 
territory  became  effective,  and  in  each  instance  have  been  paid  termi- 
nal switching  for  time  consumed  picking  up  and  setting  out  cars  at 
Fargo.  When  the  zone  agreement  became  effective  June  1,  1915,  the 
superintendent  of  the  Fargo  Division  was  instructed  to  issue  a 
bulletin  describing  the  conditions  between  Dil worth  and  Fargo  and 
that  the  conductors  and  brakemen  would  be  paid  all  claims  for 
terminal  switching  effective  from  that  date. 

While  the  conductors  deny  that  they  have  been  claiming  pay  for 
terminal  switching  at  Fargo  whenever  required  to  pick  up  or  set  out 
cars  at  that  point,  nevertheless  it  is  a fact  that  these  payments 
have  always  been  made  to  conductors  as  well  as  brakemen  and  that 
conductors  actually  have  made  claims  for  this  time.  To  substan- 
tiate this  position  a copy  of  communication  under  date  of  October 
26,  1916,  addressed  to  General  Superintendent  N'ichols  and  signed 
by  General  Chairman  Hughes,  covering  the  claim  of  Conductor 
Scribbins,  Fargo  Division,  for  1 hour  15  minutes’  terminal  switching 
on  account  of  picking  up  cars  at  Fargo  on  September  6,  1916,  is 
made  a part  of  this  record.  General  superintendent’s  reply  to  Mr. 
Hughes  under  date  of  November  16,  1916,  and  Mr.  Hughes’  com- 
munication under  date  of  December  2,  1916,  wherein  he  accepted  the 
decision  rendered  by  the  general  superintendent,  is  also  made  a part 
of  this  record. 

Inasmuch  as  conductors  have  actually  claimed  and  accepted  pay- 
ments for  terminal  switching  for  picking  up  and  setting  out  cars  in 
the  terminal  zone  between  Dil  worth  and  Fargo  for  a period  of  ap- 
proximately six  years,  there  is  no  ground  for  the  contention  of  the 
conductors  that  Fargo  should  be  considered  an  intermediate  point, 
and  it  is  the  position  of  the  management  that  the  claim  of  Conductor 
Eigdon  for  local  rate  of  pay  is  improper  and  not  supported  by  sched- 
uled rules  and  practices  in  effect. 

Decision. — The  evidence  shows  that  the  company  concedes  paying 
for  terminal  switching  at  Fargo  and  Moorhead,  in  view  of  which 
the  Board  believes  it  would  be  inconsistent  to  use  this  same  switch- 
ing time  for  the  purpose  of  converting  a through  freight  crew  to  a 
local  freight  crew.  Claim  is  therefore  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  19.— CASE  31. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  29,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Brakemen  Ed.  Gilbeii:,  J.  P.  Anders,  and  G.  L.  Hudson 
for  25  miles  runaround  at  Dickinson,  November  4,  1920. 

Jomt  statement  of  facts. — Brakemen  Gilbert,  xAnders,  and  Hudson 
were  assigned  to  a car  in  chain-gang  service  and  were  called  at  Dick- 
inson in  their  turn  to  load  stock,  which  was  to  be  taken  out  of  their 
terminal  in  their  train.  While  loading  stock  another  crew  was  called 
and  left  Dickinson  ahead  of  the  crew  in  question,  and  claim  is  made 
for  a runaround  based  on  sections  {a)  and  (/),  rule  3. 

Position  of  committees. — Claim  is  based  upon  sections  {a)  and  (/) 
of  rule  3,  Article  3 trainmen’s  agreement.  The  crew  in  question  was 
assigned  to  pool  or  chain-gang  service  between  Dickinson  and  Man- 
dan,  and  section  {a)  provides  clearlj^  that  the  crew  must  be  run  out  of 
their  terminal  in  their  turn,  and  if  this  is  not  done  a penalty  is 
provided  for  in  section  (/).  The  penalty  provided  for  was  to  insure 
crews  that  they  would  leave  the  terminal  in,  the  order  in  which  they 
were  called  and  to  avoid  discrimination  between  crews  in  handling 
preference  trains. 

The  ci^ew  in  question  was  called  in  turn,  but  was  not  run  out  of 
Dickinson  in  the  order  in  which  they  were  called.  While  it  is  true 
they  were  paid  for  the  loading  of  stock  as  terminal  switching  there 
is  no  exception  provided  for  in  the  runaround  rule,  and  no  exception 
has  ever  been  taken  where  a crew  was  delayed  or  performed  other 
classes  of  terminal  switching,  the  contention  of  the  company  only 
being  made  when  crews  are  required  to  load  stock  that  the  rule  does 
not  apply.  We  contend  that  the  language  and  intent  of  the  rule  sup- 
ports our  claim,  and  had  it  been  intended  that  a crew  that  was 
loading  stock  at  a terminal  was  excepted  from  the  provisions  of  the 
rule  it  would  have  so  stated. 

Position  of  management. — Paragraphs  {a)  and  (/),  rule  3,  Article 
III  of  the  train  and  yardmen’s  schedule,  have  appeared  in  the 
trainmen’s  schedule  without  change  or  revision  since  1910  and 
records  indicate,  although  claims  have  been  presented  from  time  to 
time  where  the  circumstances  were  identical,  payment  for  runarounds 
under  the  circumstances  cited  in  this  case  has  never  been  allowed 
in  the  past.  During  the  stock  season  it  frequently  occurs  a crew  is 
detained  at  terminal  for  the  purpose  of  loading  stock  for  which 
they  are  compensated  under  the  rule  governing  terminal  switching 
and  the  crew  second  out,  called  in  turn,  departs  from  the  terminal 
ahead  of  the  crew  called  for  the  stock  extra.  It  is  the  contention  of 
the  management  that  trainmen  under  the  conditions  cited  are  not 
entitled  to  pay  for  runaround  in  addition  to  pay  for  terminal 
switching. 

There  is  no  reasonable  argument  supporting  the  claim  for  run- 
arounds after  crews  have  actually  commenced  work  and  are  drawing 
pay  under  the  terminal  switching  rule,  and  it  would  appear  that 
the  trainmen’s  committee  is  attempting  to  place  an  interpretation 
on  the  runaround  rule  which  was  not  contemplated  when  the  rule 
was  agreed  to,  and  to  agree  to  such  an  interpretation  at  this  time 
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would  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  Supplement  No.  *25  to 
General  Order  No.  27  and  interpretations  thereon,  which  were  manda- 
tory, requiring  a revision  of  schedule  rules  to  conform  thereto,  par- 
ticularly the  provision  of  Supplement  No.  25  Avhich  eliminated  (lupli- 
cate  payments  at  terminals.  Attention  is  directed  to  the  second 
paragraph  of  section  (Z>),  Article  X of  Supplement  No.  25. 

Inasmuch  as  it  was  mandatory  to  conform  with  the  principle  out- 
lined therein  at  the  time  Supplement  No.  25  Avas  incorporated  in  the 
existing  trainmen’s  schedule,  and  the  fact  that  it  has  not  been  the 
practice  to  pay  runarounds  under  this  rule,  which,  as  stated,  has  been 
in  the  schedule  since  1910,  and  the  fact  the  wage  order  referred  to 
eliminated  the  duplicate  paj^ment  feature  under  the  application  of 
section  (&),  Article  X of  Supplement  No.  25,  it  is  the  contention 
of  the  management  that  the  claim  for  runarounds  in  this  instance  is 
improper  and  not  supported  by  the  existing  schedule  rules  or  past 
practice. 

Decision, — Claim  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  20.— CASE  28. 

Chicago,  III.,  Noveniher  30,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Yardman  T.  J.  DeMerritt,  Northtown  yard,  for  the 
difference  in  amount  received  as  yardman  and  what  he  would  have 
received  as  assistant  yardmaster  on  February  14,  22,  and  28,  1921. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Yardmen  DeMerritt  and  Chase  both 
hold  seniority  as  switchmen  in  Northtown  yard.  Yardman  Chase, 
whose  seniority  as  switchman  dates  from  September  30,  1913,  was 
promoted  to  position  as  assistant  yardmaster  on  October  20,  1919. 
Yardman  DeMerritt,  whose  seniority  as  switchman  dates  from  March 
8,  1910,  was  promoted  to  the  position  of  assistant  yardmaster  Sep- 
tember 29,  1920.  Yardman  DeMerritt  was  used  as  assistant  yard- 
master  for  a certain  period  during  1910,  but  at  that  time  was  found 
lacking  in  qualifications,  which  resulted  in  his  demotion  and  he 
Avas  not  again  used  as  assistant  yardmaster  or  yardmaster  until 
September,  29,  1920.  He  was  used  temporarily  as  assistant  yard- 
master  from  February  20,  1920,  to  April  4;  May  20  to  May  26;  July 
6 and  7 ; August  7 to  13;  August  19  to  31,  1920,  inclusive.  On  Sep- 
tember 29,  1920,  he  was  appointed  to  a regular  position  as  assistant 
yardmaster.  During  the  period  from  the  time  of  Yardman  De- 
Merritt’s  demotion,  in  1910,  until  the  date  of  his  promotion,  on  Sep- 
tember 29,  1920,.  the  following  yardmen  were  promoted  to  position 
of  yardmaster  or  assistant  yardmaster : 


Name. 

Date  em- 
ployed. 

Date  pro- 
moted. 

Date  de- 
moted. 

Edwin  Bennett 

Apr.  13,1910 
Apr.  11,1910 
Sept.  1,1910 
Sept.  9,1910 
Apr.  14,1910 
Apr.  15,1910 
Apr.  12,1910 
Apr.  18,1910 
Apr.  15,1910 
Sept.  30, 1913 

Nov.  1,1910 
Dec.  16,1912 
Sept.  8,1914 
Dec.  14,1915 
Apr.  28,1917 
Aug.  28, 1917 
Feb.  4, 1918 
Aug.  22, 1918 
Aug.  23, 1918 
Oct.  20,1919 

Mar.  7, 1921 
Do. 

Jan.  6, 1921 
Jan.  5, 1921 

Frank  Riley 

C.  C.  Price 

F.  W.  McCabe 

E.  L.  Worden 

J.  J.  Howley 

AV.  H.  Sowden 

Dave  Stanton 

J.  M.  Johnson 

L.  A.  Chase 
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In  the  appointment  of  yardmasters  or  assistant  yardmasters,  yard- 
men are  given  consideration  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (/), 
rule  14,  Article  IV,  of  yardmen’s  schedule.  Owing  to  a depression  in 
business,  Yardman  DeMerritt  was  demoted  from  the  position  of 
assistant  yardmaster  on  October  19,  1920,  and  Yardman  Chase  was 
demoted  on  January  5,  1921.  On  February  14,  22,  and  28,  1921,  a 
temporary  vacancy  occurred  in  position  of  assistant  yardmaster,  and 
Yardmaster  Chase,  who  had  established  a prior  date  as  assistant 
yardmaster,  was  used  to  fill  these  positions. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  trainmen  that  a yardman  reduced  from 
position  of  yardmaster  or  assistant  yardmaster  does  not  retain  a 
yardmaster’s  date,  and  in  filling  temporary  vacancies  as  yardmaster 
or  assistant  yardmaster  the  senior  qualified  yardman  should  be  used, 
and  in  this  case  that  Yardman  DeMerritt  should  have  been  used,  for 
the  reason  that  he  was  senior  as  switchman,  notwithtanding  the  fact 
that  Yardman  Chase  had  been  filling  a permanent  position  as  as- 
sistant yardmaster  since  October  20,  1919,  while  Yardman  DeMerritt 
w^as  working  in  the  capacity  of  switch  foreman. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  management  that  paragraph  (/),  rule  14, 
Article  IV  of  train  and  yardmen’s  schedule  was  complied  with,  and 
inasmuch  as  Yardman  Chase  had  established  himself  in  a permanent 
position  as  assistant  yardmaster,  after  being  demoted  owing  to  a de- 
pression in  business,  that  he  was  again  entitled  to  the  position  of 
assistant  yardmaster  in  accordance  with  his  standing  as  such.  The 
trainmen’s  organization  has  no  jurisdiction  in  matters  pertaining  to 
yardmaster  or  assistant  yardmasters  other  than  as  prescribed  in  this 
rule. 

Position  of  committee. — We  contend  neither  Chase  nor  DeMerritt 
had  a date  as  yardmaster,  as  both  had  been  reduced  in  rank  to  the 
position  of  foreman,  and  when  a temporary  vacancy  occurred  for  the 
position  of  assistant  yardmaster  DeMerritt,  being  the  senior  yardman 
and  properly  qualified,  should  have  been  used,  basing  our  contention 
on  paragraph  (/),  rule  14  of  Article  IV,  yardmen’s  schedule.  None 
of  the  officers  of  the  railway  company  Avho  have  passed  upon  this 
claim  have  questioned  DeMerritt’s  qualifications,  but  insist  that 
Yardman  Chase,  who  was  junior  to  DeMerritt,  held  a date  as  assistant 
yardmaster  over  him. 

There  is  no  organization  holding  an  agreement  applying  to  yard- 
masters  and  assistant  yardmasters  on  the  Northern  Pacific  Kail  way, 
neither  has  the  railway  company  ever  taken  the  position  that  because 
a man  acted  as  assistant  yardmaster  he  established  a date  as  such. 
Until  this  particular  case  came  up,  it  has  been  the  established  policy 
to  permit  the  senior  qualified  yardman  available  at  the  time  a vacancy 
occurred  to  fill  the  position,  regardless  of  whether  or  not  junior  men 
had  acted  as  yardmasters  previously. 

The  committee  does  not  understand  why  in  this  particular  case  the 
officers  of  the  company  attempt  to  give  Yardman  Chase  a yard- 
master’s  date  when  it  is  contrary  to  rule  14  (/),  which  guarantees  to 
the  qualified  yardman  that  he  will  be  considered  for  such  positions 
when  vacancies  occur,  and  the  yardmen  who  take  those  positions  are 
protected  in  their  yard  seniority  while  filling  same.  It  is  very  ap- 
parent that  there  is  some  reason  that  has  not  been  made  known  by 
the  company  for  desiring  to  single  out  DeMerritt  as  the  victim,  for 
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they  only  take  that  position  in  this  particular  case.  For  the  Board's 
information  the  last  paragraph  of  a letter  written  by  Mr.  Nichols, 
assistant  general  manager,  under  date  of  April  27,  is  quoted : 

It  will  be  our  position  in  this  particular  case  that  Yardman  DeMerritt  will 
rank  as  an  assistant  yardmaster  from  September  29,  1920,  the  date  on  which  he 
was  promoted  to  that  position.  The  claim  is,  therefore,  declined. 

This  position  was,  no  doubt,  taken  for  the  reason  that  DeMerritt 
was  not  permanently  assigned  as  assistant  yardmaster  until  Sep- 
tember 29  and  Chase  had  held  a regular  position  previous  to  this. 
The  officers  of  the  company  in  taking  the  position  they  do  decline  to 
apply  this  principle  to  all  yardmen  on  the  system  from  the  date  they 
first  acted  as  assistant  yardmaster,  which  is  conclusive  proof  that 
they  only  desire  to  use  a date  they  first  acted  as  assistant  yardmasters 
in  individual  cases.  The  committee  states  unqualifiedly  that  the  offi- 
cers of  the  railway  company  have  never  in  the  past  taken  such  a 
position,  neither  have  the  men  been  notified  by  word  of  mouth  or 
otherwise  that  they  established  a date  as  assistant  yardmaster  when 
appointed  to  such  positions,  and  if  this  statement  is  questioned  we 
are  prepared  to  support  the  same  by  additional  documentary  evidence. 

Position  of  manageme.nt. — Yardman  DeMerritt,  whose  seniority  as 
sivitchman  dates  from  March  8,  1910,  was  used  as  assistant  yard- 
master  for  a certain  period  in  1910,  but  was  demoted  owing  to  in- 
competency and  lack  of  experience  and  was  not  again  used  as  assist- 
ant yardmaster  or  yardmaster  until  1920.  Before  his  appointment 
to  a regular  position  on  September  29,  1920,  he  was  used  temporarily 
as  assistant  yardmaster  from  February  20,  1920,  to  April  4;  May  20 
to  26;  July  6 and  7;  August  7 to  13 ; and  from  August  19  to  31,  1920, 
inclusive. 

Between  the  time  Yardman  DeMerritt  was  demoted  in  1910  owing 
to  lack  of  qualifications  and  the  time  of  his  promotion  in  1920,  10 
other  yardmen  junior  in  service  to  Yardman  DeMerritt  were  pro- 
moted, in  each  instance  paragraph  (/),  rule  14,  having  been  com- 
plied with,  and  the  last  of  these  10  to  be  promoted  was  Yardman 
Chase,  whose  seniority  as  switchman  dates  from  September  30,  1913. 
Yardman  Chase  was  promoted  as  assistant  yardmaster  October  20, 
1919.  Later,  a depression  in  business  resulted  in  a reduction  of 
force,  affecting  Yardmen  Chase  and  DeMerritt,  who  were  demoted 
in  the  order  of  their  appointment  as  assistant  yardmaster,  conse- 
quently Yardman  DeMerritt  was  the  first  one  to  be  demoted  as  he 
was  the  last  one  appointed  assistant  yardmaster. 

The  trainmen’s  organization,  which  holds  the  yardmen’s  contract 
on  the  Northern  Pacific,  has  no  jurisdiction  in  .matters  pertaining 
to  yardmasters  except  that  yardmen  are  entitled  to  consideration  in 
the  appointment  of  yardmasters  or  assistant  yardmasters  as  pro- 
vided in  paragraph  (/),  rule  14.  After  yardmen  have  been  given 
the  necessary  consideration  at  the  time  of  making  these  appoint- 
ments, it  is  the  managment’s  understanding  the  rule  has  been  com- 
plied with  and  any  changes  made  thereafter  in  the  positions  of  yard- 
master  or  assistant  yardmaster  are  wholly  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  management.  Representatives  of  the  trainmen  do  not  question 
the  fact  that  this  rule  was  complied  with  in  making  these  promo- 
tions, consequently  the  position  taken  by  the  management  is  that 
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Yardman  Chase  established  a prior  date  as  yardmaster  and  that 
he  would  be  considered  senior  to  Yardman  DeMerritt  in  the  event 
these  yardmasters’  positions  are  reestablished,  ^ if  the  men  were 
needed  to  fill  temporary  vacancies  on  account  of  the  regular  yard- 
masters  laying  off. 

On  February  14,  22,  and  28,  1921,  a temporary  vacancy  occurred 
in  the  positon  of  assistant  yardmaster  and  Yardman  Chase  was  used 
to  fill  this  position.  Yardman  DeMerritt  presented  a claim  for  the 
difference  in  the  amount  received  as  yardman  and  what  he  would 
have  received  as  assistant  yardmaster  had  he  been  used  in  place  of 
Yardman  Chase,  which  is  supported  by  the  representatives  of  the 
train  and  yardmen,  contending  that  Yardman  DeMerritt  should 
have  been  given  preference  in  filling  this  position  for  the  reason  that 
he  is  senior  to  Yardman  Chase  as  switchman,  and  that  he  would  be 
entitled  to  take  any  position  as  yardmaster  or  assistant  yardmaster 
either  temporary  or  permanent,  after  having  finally  qualified,  ad- 
vancing the  argimient  that  a yardman  reduced  from  position  of 
yardmaster  does  not  retain  a yardmaster’s  date  and  in  filling  tem- 
porary vacancies  as  yardmaster  or  assistant  yardmaster  the  senior 
qualified  yardman  should  be  used. 

The  contention  of  the  yardmen  is  inconsistent  and  does  not  take 
into  consideration  the  yardmen  who  qualified  and  were  appointed  as 
yardmasters  several  years  prior  to  Yardman  DeMerritt,  which  if 
sustained,  would  give  Yardman  DeMerritt  preference  over  them. 
If  all  of  the  10  men  mentioned  in  the  joint  statement  should  happen 
to  be  demoted  owing  to  depression  in  business,  some  of  these  men 
having  held  regular  positions  as  yardmaster  or  assistant  yardmaster 
since  November,  1910,  it  would  follow  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
Yardman  DeMerritt  is  senior  as  switchman,  that  he  would  outrank 
them  as  yardmaster  at  the  present  time  and  would  be  entitled  to 
preference  over  them  when  the  positions  were  again  reestablished. 
The  Board’s  attention  is  directed  to  the  fact  that  five  of  the  yard- 
masters’  positions  listed  in  the  joint  statemnt  were  abolished,  and 
that  the  men  affected  were  demoted  in  the  order  of  their  appoint- 
ment to  those  positions,  which  from  the  management’s  point  of  view 
was  handled  properly. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  management  that  paragraph  (/) , rule  14, 
referred  to,  was  complied  with  in  every  respect  when  these  appoint- 
ments were  made,  and  it  is  further  the  position  of  the  management, 
when  the  force  is  reduced,  that  yardmasters  or  assistant  3^ardmasters 
will  be  demoted  in  the  order  of  their  appointment,  also  that  de- 
moted men  are  entitled  to  return  to  their  positions  as  yardmasters 
or  assistant  yardmasters  when  reestablished  in  accordance  with  their 
standing  as  yardmaster,  after  having  qualified  and  established  a 
date  as  such,  regardless  of  their  seniorit}^  status  as  switchmen.  ’ If 
this  procedure  is  not  followed  and  the  practice  which  the  yardmen 
are  contending  for  in  this  case  is  adopted,  it  would  work  out  ex- 
tremely unfair  to  yardmen  who  had  successfully  filled  yardmasters’ 
positions  for  a number  of  years  during  the  period  when  Yardman 
DeMerritt  was  not  qualified  to  act  as  j/ardmaster  or  assistant  }^ard- 
master.  It  is  the  contention  of  the  management  that  yardman  De- 
Meritt  is  not  entitled  to  the  time  as  claimed. 

Decision. — Position  of  the  compan^^  is  sustained. 
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DECISION  NO.  21.— CASE  29. 

N Chicago,  III.,  November  30,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway. 

Claim  of  Yardman  Stromberg,  Dakota  Division,  for  helpers*  rate  of 
pay  instead  of  switchtenders’  while  employed  as  switchtender  in 
Jamestown  yard  January  12,  13,  and  14,  1921. 

J oint  statement  of  facts. — When  the  train  and  yard  men’s  schedule 
was  revised  September  1, 1920,  the  rate  of  pay  established  for  switch- 
tenders  by  Supplement  25  to  General  Order  27  was  incorporated  in 
the  train  and  yard  men’s  schedule.  A separate  seniority  list  is  main- 
tained for  switchtenderS’  and  switchmen  have  no  rights  to  these  posi- 
tions except  as  provided  in  paragraphs  {c)  and  (</),  rule  15,  Article 
IV  of  train  and  yard  men’s  schedule,  reading  as  follows : 

(c)  In  filling  temporary  vacancies  of  switchtenders,  and  no  extra  switch- 
tenders  available,  the  senior  available  extra  yardmen  will  be  given  preference. 

{d)  In  filling  vacancies  in  positions  of  switchtenders,  preference  shall  be 
given  to  train  and  yard  men  disabled  in  the  service  of  the  company,  whenever 
injuries  are  not  such  as  to  unfit  them  for  such  duties.  Disabled  train  and 
yard  men  desiring  to  be  considered  in  line  for  such  positions  may  file  applica- 
tions with  the  proper  officer  of  the  company  upon  the  division  where  the  injury 
was  received. 

Yardman  Stromberg  at  the  time  was  on  the  switchmen’s  extra  list 
at  Jamestown.  A temporary  vacancy  occurred  in  the  position  of 
switchtender,  and  as  there  were  no  extra  switchtenders  available. 
Yardman  Stromberg  was  offered  this  position ; upon  being  asked  if  he 
desired  to  relieve  this  switchtender  he  signified  his  desire  to  do  so, 
for  which  he  was  allowed  the  regular  switchtender’s  rate  of  $5.04  per 
day  of  eight  hours  or  less  on  the  dates  mentioned  above. 

Claim  is  made  that  the  helpers’  rate  of  $6.48  per  day  should  apply, 
basing  their  claim  on  paragraph  (c),  rule  1,  Article  IV,  reading  as 
follows : 

(c)  Yardmen  assigned  to  other  than  their  regular  duties  "will  be  paid  the 
established  rate  for  the  service  performed,  but  in  no  case  shall  the  yardmen 
so  assigned  be  paid  less  than  on  the  basis  of  their  regular  rates. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  yardmen  that  paragraph  {c)  of  rule  15 
obligates  the  management  to  use  extra  yardmen  in  switchtender’s 
position,  if  there  are  no  extra  switchtenders  available,  and  when  so 
used  should  be  paid  the  rates  they  would  receive  if  performing  yard 
service,  regardless  of  whether  they  are  given  this  work  through  their 
own  choice  or  are  arbitrarily  used  to  fill  temporary  vacancies  as 
switchtenders. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  management  that  they  are  not  obli- 
gated to  use  extra  yardmen  for  temporary  service  as  switchtenders 
unless  they  desire  to  do  so,  but  if  they  arbitrarily  take  them  from  the 
extra  list  and  assign  them  to  a switchtender’s  position,  they  must 
respond  to  the  call  and  under  those  conditions  will  receive  the  yard- 
men’s rate. 

Position  of  the  committee.-— CldJim.  for  helpers’  rate  is  based  on 
paragraph  {c)  of  rule  1,  Article  IV,  yardmen’s  agreement,  reading: 

{c)  Yardmen  assigned  to  other  than  their  regular  duties  v/ill  be 
paid  the  established  rate  for  the  service  performed,  but  in  no  case 
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shall  the  yardmen  so  assigned  be  paid  less  than  on  the  basis  of  their 
regular  rates. 

Tlie  committee  contends  that  the  foregoing  rule  guarantees  a yard- 
man not  less  than  yard  rates  when  used  as  a switchtender,  which 
is  not  disputed  by  the  officers  of  the  company  when  they  arbitrarily 
use  a man. 

The  rule  in  controversy  reads  as  follows : 

Rule  15  (c).  In  filling  temporary  vacancies  of  switchtenders,  and  no  extra 
switchtenders  available,  the  senior  available  extra  yardman  will  be  given  pref- 
erence. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  it  is  contended  by  the;  officers  of 
the  company  that  Yardman  Stromberg  having  accepted  service  as 
a switchtender  when  offered  to  him^  deprives  him  of  the  guaranty 
of  yard  rates  provided  for  in  section  (c)  of  rule  1,  Article  IV, 
quoted  in  the  foregoing. 

The  committee  contends  that  the  company  has,  by  a schedule  rule, 
agreed  when  no  extra  switchtenders  are  available  to  use  the  senior 
extra  yardmen,  and  by  taking  the  position  that  if  a yardman  is 
offered  an  opportunity  to  fill  a temporary  vacancy  the  switchten- 
ders’ rate  applies  is  evading  the  langnage  and  intent  of  the  rule. 
We  hold  that  it  makes  no  difference  under  what  circumstances  a 
yardman  is  used  to  fill  a temporary  vacancy  as  switchtender.  The 
company  has  agreed  to  give  such  men  preference  in  filling  these 
positions  and  must,  in  all  cases,  pay  the  yard  rate. 

Position  of  the  management. — Prior  to  the  application  of  Sup- 
plement No.  25  to  General  Order  27,  issued  by  the  Director  Gen- 
eral of  Railroads,  switchtenders  were  not  included  in  the  contract 
with  the  trainmen.  Interpretation  1 to  Supplement  No.  25  con- 
tained the  following  question  and  decision: 

Question  125. — Does  this  article  require  that  rates  of  pay  and  rules  of  sup- 
plement applicable  to  switchtenders  be  incorporated  into  existing  agreements 
now  covering  yard  foremen  and  helpers? 

Decision. — Yes.  The  application  of  seniority  and  other  schedule  rules  to 
them  shall  be  the  subject  of  negotiation  between  the  managements  and  repre- 
sentatives of  the  employees. 

In  conformity  thereto,  the  rate  of  pay  established  for  switchten- 
ders and  the  rules  of  the  supplement  applicable  to  this  class  of  em- 
ployees were  incorporated  in  the  train  and  yard  men’s  schedule  when 
revised  on  September  1,  1920;  at  the  same  time  rules  also  were  ne- 
gotiated and  agreed  upon  Avith  the  trainmen’s  committee  coA^ering 
the  seniority  rights  of  sAvitchtenders,  who  are  carried  on  separate 
seniority  rosters  and  hold  exclusive  rights  to  positions  of  switch- 
tenders.  Rules  goA^erning  yardmen  and  rules  governing  switchten- 
ders were  embodied  as  Article  IV  of  the  present  train  and  yard 
men’s  schedule,  and  rules  applicable  to  either  occupation  are  dis- 
tinguished by  use  of  the  words  ^‘switchtender”  or  “yardman,”  as 
the  case  may  be. 

Yardmen  hold  no  rights  to  switchtenders’  positions,  except  as  pro- 
vided in  paragraphs  (e)  and  (d)  rule  15,  Article  IV,  quoted  in  the 
joint  statement  of  facts,  wffiich  Avere  agreed  to  and  incorporated  in  the 
schedule  effective  September  1,  1920. 

On  January  12,  13,  and  14,  1921,  there  was  a temporary  A^acancy  to 
fill  in  the  position  of  switchtender  in  JamestoAAm  yard,  and,  as  there 
99915"— 22 13 
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were  no  extra  switclitenders  available,  Yardman  Stromberg,  who  at 
the  time  was  on  the  switchmen’s  extra  list,  in  accordance  with  the 
facts  in  the  case,  was  asked  if  he  desired  to  relieve  this  switchtender, 
and  he  signified  his  desire  to  do  so.  He  was  paid  at  the  regular  switch- 
tender’s  rate  of  $5.04  per  day  while  filling  this  temporary  vacancy. 

Claim  is  made  for  helpers’  rate  of  pay  under  the  application  of 
paragraph  (c),  rule  1,  quoted  in  the  joint  statement,  the  contention  of 
the  yardmen  being  that  paragraph  (<?) , rule  15,  obligates  the  manage- 
ment to  use  extra  yardmen  in  switchtender  s’  positions,  if  there  are  no 
extra  switchtenders  available,  and  pay  them  the  rates  they  would  re- 
ceive if  performing  yard  service,  regardless  of  whether  they  are  given 
this  work  through  their  own  choice  or  are  arbitrarily  used  to  fill  tem- 
porary vacancies  as  switchtenders. 

If  Yardman  Stromberg  had  been  called  to  fill  this  temporary  va- 
cancy against  his  wishes,  thereby  depriving  him  of  an  opportunity  to 
take  extra  work  as  switchman,  then  the  management  agrees  that  the 
helper’s  rate  of  pay  would  be  applicable.  On  the  other  hand,  if 
switchmen  on  the  extra  list  take  these  positions  through  their  own 
choice  as  they  are  offered  them,  they  are  not  entitled  to  the  helper’s 
rate,  but  should  be  paid  at  the  regular  switchtender’s  rate.  Paragraph 
(<?),  rule  15,  entitles  yardmen  on  the  extra  list  to  preference  in  filling 
these  vacancies,  providing  there  are  no  extra  switchtenders  available, 
and  it  is  the  position  of  the  management  the  requirements  of  this  rule 
have  been  complied  with  if  extra  switchmen  are  offered  these  positions 
and  in  the  event  they  do  not  desire  to  take  the  position  at  the  switch- 
tender’s  rate  of  pay  and  wmrking  conditions,  the  company  is  then  at 
liberty  to  fill  the  vacancy  from  any  available  source. 

It  was  fully  understood  by  the  general  chairman  and  his  committee 
at  the  time  paragraph  (c) , rule  15,  was  agreed  to  and  incorporated  in 
the  yardmen’s  contract,  effective  September  1,  1920,  that  the  rule 
merely  gave  switchmen  on  the  extra  list  preference  in  filling  these 
positions  if  extra  switchtenders  were  not  available,  providing  they 
desired  to  take  advantage  of  the  opportunity  to  render  this  service 
rather  than  remain  on  the  switchmen’s  extra  list  and  take  their  chances 
in  securing  work  as  switchmen,  but  there  was  no  thought  at  any  time 
that  an  interpretation  would  be  placed  on  this  rule  which  would  carry 
with  it  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  management  compelling  them 
to  use  switchmen  from  the  extra  list  in  filling  temporary  positions  as 
switchtenders  at  the  helpers’  rate  of  pay  providing  they  did  not  wish 
to  take  these  positions  at  the  regular  switchtender’s  rate. 

If  the  yardmen  are  supported  in  their  contention  and  are  permitted 
to  interpret  the  rule  in  this  manner,  compelling  the  management  to 
use  switchmen  on  the  extra  list  in  filling  these  positions  and  pay  them 
the  switchmen’s  rate  of  pay,  they  would  also  be  in  a good  position  to 
claim  that  permanent  vacancies  in  switchtender’s  positions  must  be 
filled  from  the  ranks  of  switchmen  at  the  switchmen’s  rate.  Following 
this  line  of  reasoning,  it  is  evident  many  of  these  positions  now  carry- 
ing the  switchtender’s  rate  would  in  time  be  carrying  the  switch- 
men’s rate,  and  the  management  is  of  the  opinion  this  is  the  first  step 
in  the  direction  of  bringing  about  these  results.  This  would  in  a 
measure  afford  switchmen  an  opportunity  to  monopolize  these  posi- 
tions when  permanent  vacancies  occur,  which  right  the  management 
denied  them  during  revision  of  schedule,  as  they  were  informed  at 
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that  time  that  the  management  desired  to  have  the  rule  interpreted 
so  that  positions  of  switchtenders  might  be  filled  by  incapacitated  em- 
ployees from  other  classes  of  service  as  well  as  from  the  ranks  of 
switchmen. 

The  management  can  not  agree  to  the  interpretation  that  is  now 
being  placed  on  the  rule  by  representatives  of  the  yardmen,  as  it  is 
not  in  accordance  with  the  rule  and  the  understanding  which  was 
had  at  the  time  the  rule  was  negotiated  and  incorporated  in  the  train 
and  yardmen’s  schedule. 

Decision. — The  joint  statement  of  facts  showed  there  were  no  extra 
switchtenders  available,  and  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (c),  rule 
15,  of  the  yardmen’s  agreement.  Yardman  Stromberg  was  used.  The 
Board  decides,  therefore,  that  the  claim  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  22.— CASE  30. 

Chicago^  III.,  Novemher  SO,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  former  Fireman  J.  A.  Gallets  for  reinstatement  and  pay 
for  time  lost  owing  to  alleged  improper  holding  of  investigation. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — J.  A.  Gallets,  fireman,  Kocky  Mountain 
Division,  was  dismissed  from  the  service  on  August  28,  1920,  and  the 
issue  in  this  case  involves  the  proper  application  of  rule  131  of  the 
firemen’s  schedule. 

Mr.  Gallets,  who  was  assigned  as  fireman  in  switch  service  in  Helena 
yard  at  the  time,  was  notified  on  August  17  to  appear  at  Missoula 
(division  headquarters)  for  an  investigation  to  be  held  in  the  master 
mechanic’s  office  on  August  19,  and  upon  presenting  himself  for  in- 
vestigation was  handed  the  written  notice  of  the  charges  preferred 
against  him. 

While  no  protest  is  made  as  to  the  justification  of  the  company  in 
discharging  Mr.  Gallets  from  the  service  for  his  action,  it  is  the  con- 
tention of  the  firemen’s  committee  that  this  man  should  be  reinstated 
and  paid  for  time  lost  on  the  ground  that  rule  131  was  not  complied 
with  owing  to  the  length  of  time  elapsing  from  the  time  the  offense 
was  committed  until  the  investigation  was  held,  which  was  24:  days, 
and  claiming  that  written  notification  of  the  charges  preferred  against 
him  were  not  presented  in  sufficient  time  before  the  holding  of  the 
investigation. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  management  that  the  principle  outlined 
in  rule  131,  covering  the  method  of  holding  investigations,  was  not 
violated  during  the  investigation  of  this  case. 

Decisio^n. — Rule  131  does  not  definitely  state  that  the  investigation 
will  be  held  within  five  days,  neither  does  it  definitely  state  how  much 
advance  notice  the  fireman  will  have  ‘‘  of  the  offense  charged  ” before 
the  investigation  is  held. 

It  was  brought  out  at  the  hearing  in  Chicago  that  it  was  the  general 
practice  on  this  road  to  hold  the  investigations  ordinarily  within  five 
days  and  to  notify  the  accused  of  the  offense  charged  a sufficient  time 
in  advance  of  the  investigation  so  that  he  could  have  coemployees 
present  to  assist  him. 
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It  was  also  developed  at  the  hearing  that  neither  side  had  held  the 
other  strictly  to  the  general  practice  under  the  rule,  and  the  claim 
is,  therefore,  denied. 

DECISION  NO.  23.— CASE  32. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  30,  1021. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Brakemen  Olday  and  Miller,  Idaho  Division,  for  25- 
mile  runaround  at  Yardley,  November  20,  1920. 

Joint  statement  of  Idaho  Division  chain  gang  crews  with 

Yardley  as  their  home  terminal  run  first  in  first  out  in  either  direc- 
tion. Chain  gang  crews  on  eastward  trains  run  between  Yardley 
and  Kootenai,  the  first  subdivision  of  the  Idaho  Division,  and  when 
necessary  are  used  on  westward  trains  out  of  Yardley  for  a round 
trip  in  freight  service  on  the  Palouse  and  Lewiston  Branch,  going 
over  the  main  line  west  of  Yardley  as  far  as  Marshall  Junction. 

On  November  20,  1920,  Brakemen  Olday  and  Miller,  assigned  to 
chain  gang  service  on  Conductor  Whiteleather’s  car,  standing  first 
out,  were  called  at  Yardley  for  a time  freight  extra  east  commenc- 
ing work  at  7.15  a.  m.  and  departing  at  8.50  a.  m.  Conductor  Fergu- 
son and  crew,  also  assigned  to  chain  gang  service  and  standing 
second  out,  were  called  for  an  extra  west  in  the  opposite  direction 
on  the  Palouse  and  Lewiston  Branch,  commencing  work  at  7.30  a.  m. 
and  departing  at  8.15  a.  m.  Claim  is  made  by  Brakemen  Olday 
and  Miller  for  25  miles  each  on  account  of  Conductor  Ferguson  and 
crew  leaving  Yardley  terminal  ahead  of  them,  both  crews  having 
been  called  in  turn  and  being  used  in  opposite  directions  out  of  the 
terminal,  basing  claim  on  paragraphs  (a)  and  (/) , rule  3,  Article  III. 

Position  of  committees. --Clmm  is  based  on  sections  {a)  and  (/) 
of  rule  3,  Article  III,  of  the  trainmen’s  agreement. 

The  crew  in  question  was  working  in  the  pool  or  chain  gang  and 
assigned  to  all  the  extra  work  between  Kootenai  and  Yardley  and 
branches  out  of  that  terminal,  and  under  the  provisions  of  section 
{a)  it  is  necessary  to  run  them  out  of  the  terminal  in  the  order  of 
their  arrival.  This  crev/  was  called  for  duty,  but  on  account  of  not 
being  run  out  in  the  order  in  which  they  were  called  are  entitled 
to  the  penalty  allowance  provided  for  in  section  (/). 

The  purpose  of  the  penalty  provided  for  in  section  (/)  was  to 
insure  crews  that  they  would  leave  town  in  their  turn  and  prevent 
the  calling  of  crews  for  a train  that  would  not  be  ready  in  its  turn. 
The  rule  does  not  make  any  exceptions  as  to  which  direction  the  crew 
goes,  and  the  committee  holds  that  the  pool  crews,  being  entitled  to 
all  of  the  extra  service  out  of  Yardley,  have  a right  to  expect  that 
they  will  be  called  and  run  out  of  their  terminal  in  the  order  of 
their  arrival  and  their  call,  and  if  this  is  not  done  the  provisions  of 
the  rule  upon  which  this  claim  is  based  is  applicable  regardless  of 
the  circumstances,  as  there  is  no  exception  to  the  rule,  and  had  it 
been  intended  that  there  would  be  it  would  have  been  so  stated. 

Position  of  management. — On  the  morning  of  November  20,  1920, 
two  chain  gang  crews  were  needed  for  service  out  of  Yardley,  one 
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for  a time  freight  east  and  the  other  for  an  extra  west  in  the  opposite 
direction  with  a train  of  empties  destined  to  the  Paloiise  and  I^wis- 
ton  Branch. 

The  crew  standing  first  out — Conductor  Whiteleather,  Brakemen 
Olday  and  Miller — was  called  for  duty  at  7.15  a.  m.  for  the  time 
freight  east,  departing  from  Yardley  at  8.50  a.  m.  The  crew  second 
out  was  called  for  duty  at  7.30  a.  m.  for  the  extra  west,  departing 
from  Yardley  at  8.15  a.  m.  Brakemen  Olday  and  Miller  presented 
claim  for  25-mile  runaround  under  the  application  of  paragraphs 
{a)  and  (/),  rule  3,  Article  III,  of  the  train  and  yard  men’s  schedule 
referred  to  in  the  joint  statement  of  facts,  claiming  that  they  were 
run  around  in  the  yard  after  having  been  called  in  turn,  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  the  two  crews  were  called  for  trains  running 
in  the  opposite  direction. 

Similar  claims  for  runarounds  have  been  presented  from  time  to 
time  since  the  incorporation  of  this  rule  in  the  trainmen’s  schedule 
for  September  1,  1910,  which  the  management  heretofore  has  always 
declined  as  not  being  in  accordance  with  the  proper  application  of 
the  rules  governing,  and  the  claim  presented  by  Brakemen  Olday 
and  Miller  was  declined  for  the  same  reason. 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  rule  when  it  was  agreed  to  was  to 
avoid  any  possible  discrimination  in  the  calling  of  chain-gang  crews 
for  service,  and  in  this  instance  there  was  no  evidence  presented  that 
there  was  any  discrimination  resorted  to  in  the  manner  in  which  these 
crews  were  called. 

Paragraph  (/),  rule  3,  is  not  applicable  to  a situation  such  as 
existed  in  this  case  and  was  "never  so  contemplated,  Avhich  is  sub- 
stantiated by  the  fact  that  similar  claims  have  been  declined  since 
the  incorporation  of  this  rule  in  the  schedule  of  September,  1910. 
These  crews  were  called  for  trains  running  in  the  opposite  direction, 
one  a time  freight  east  from  Yardley  to  Kootenai  and  the  other 
an  extra  west  on  the  Palouse  and  Lewiston  Branch;  therefore,  there 
could  be  no  runaround  in  the  yard  as  claimed  by  Brakemen  Olday  and 
Miller  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  (/),  rule  3,  referred  to. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  management  that  Brakemen  Olday  and 
Miller  are  not  entitled  to  pay  for  25-mile  runaround  as  claimed. 

Decision, — Claim  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  24— CASE  35. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  30,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 
Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Brakeman  Thrall,  Tacoma  Division,  assigned  to  mixed- 
train  service  between  Centralia  and  Mendota,  for  payment  at 
mixed-train  rate  computed  from  the  time  conductor  and  first  brake- 
man  commenced  work  in  passenger  service  on  trains  501  and  502  be- 
tween Centralia  and  Gate. 

Joint  statement  oi  facts. — In  accordance  with  a local  agreement 
entered  into  Decemoer  4,  1918,  between  the  superintendent  of  the 
Tacoma  Division  and  the  four  local  chairmen,  including  the  local 
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chairman  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Eailroad  Trainmen,  a certain 
assignment  daily  except  Sunday  was  made  effective  January  2,  1919, 
between  Centralia,  Gate,  and  Mendota.  The  distance  from  Cen- 
tralia  to  Gate  is  13.6  miles,  and  from  Centralia  to  Mendota  10.8 
miles;  the  total  road  mileage  of  this  assignment  amounting  to  48.8 
miles  per  day.  The  crew  assigned  to  this  service  commences  work 
at  8.50  a.  m.,  and  although  train  513  is  due  to  arrive  at  Centralia,  the 
home  terminal,  at  2.05  p.  m.,  this  crew  seldom  reaches  their  tie-up 
point  before  6 p.  m.,  on  account  of  switching  coal  mines  and  logging 
spurs  on  the  Mendota  Branch.  This  crew  is  allowed  continuous 
time  at  mixed-train  rates  under  the  application  of  rule  9,  Article  II, 
of  the  trainmen’s  schedule. 

llie  local  agreement  of  December  4,  1918,  was  the  result  of  con- 
ference held  with  the  local  committeemen  with  reference  to  the  limi- 
tation of  mileage  to  prevent  abnormally  high  earnings  on  certain 
Tacoma  Division  runs  in  accordance  with  the  principle  laid  down  in 
paragraph  5,  section  (c),  Article  II,  of  General  Order  No.  27.  No 
change  has  been  made  in  the  above-mentioned  assignment  except  that 
a bulletin  was  posted  on  December  24,  1920,  reading  as  follows : 

Effective  December  25,  present  assignment  brakemen  trains  Nos.  501,  502, 

513,  and  514  will  be  annulled  and  the  following  assignment  will  become  effec- 
tive : 

One  brakeman  only  will  be  used  on  passenger  trip  Nos.  501  and  502,  and 
on  return  to  Centralia  from  Gate  this  brakeman  will  continue  on  Nos.  51.3  and 

514.  Second  brakeman  will  be  called  at  Centralia  for  11,30  a.  m.  to  cover 

513  and  514  only.  When  necessary  to  use  three  brakemen  on  513  and  514  call 
will  be  placed  accordingly.  Senior  brakeman  will  be  used  to  make  the  pas- 
senger trip  unless  advised  to  the  contrary. 

changing  the  calling  time  of  the  brakemen;  and  subsequent  thereto 
one  brakeman  is  being  called  for  the  passenger  trip  on  trains  501  and 
502  commencing  work  at  8.50  a.  m.,  and  continuing  on  trains  513  and 

514  in  mixed-train  service,  and  the  second  brakeman  is  called  at 
Centralia  for  11.30  a.  m.,  to  cover  mixed  trains  513  and  514  only. 
The  crew  is  allowed  continuous  time  and  time  and  one-half  for  all 
time  worked  in  excess  of  8 hours  at  mixed-train  rates,  computed 
from  the  time  they  commence  service  until  relieved  from  service. 
There  is  no  rule  in  the  trainmen’s  schedule  defining  the  consist  of  a 
crew  in  either  mixed-train  service  or  passenger  service,  and  the  issue 
in  this  case  involves  the  application  of  rule  3,  Article  II,  of  the  train- 
men’s schedule,  which  was  adopted  from  the  provisions  of  Supple- 
ment No.  25  to  General  Order  No.  27,  and  also  question  95  and  de- 
cision thereon  appearing  in  Interpretation  1 to  Supplement  No.  25. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  trainmen  that  the  train  crew  should  be 
considered  a unit  from  the  beginning  of  the  day’s  work  in  passenger 
service  at  8.50  a.  m.  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  permissible  to  call  a 
conductor  and  one  brakeman  for  passenger  and  call  the  second  brake- 
man  when  the  crew  enters  mixed-train  service.  Claim  is  made  by 
Brakeman  Thrall,  Tacoma  Division,  for  compensation  equal  to  that 
paid  the  other  brakeman  on  the  Centralia-Mendota-Gate  mixed  run 
from  December  24, 1920,  claiming  that  his  time  in  service  should  com- 
mence at  8.50  a.  m. 

Position  of  committees. — The  committee  contends  rule  3 and  ques- 
tion 95,  referred  to  as  the  basis  of  dispute  in  the  joint  statement  of 
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facts,  are  not  applicable ; neither  does  it  agree  that  the  interpretation 
placed  upon  the  rule  referred  to  by  the  company  is  correct.  We  un- 
derstand question  95  as  referring  to  the  crew  starting  work  at  their 
terminal  on  the  initial  trip  and  ending  their  day’s  work  at  the  final 
terminal.  The  construction  the  officers  of  the  company  attempt  to 
place  upon  this  rule  would  mean  that  an  assignment  could  be  made 
starting  a conductor  out  of  an  initial  terminal,  picking  up  the  first 
brakeman  at  the  first  intermediate  point  and  assigning  him  from 
that  point  to  final  terminal,  and  an  additional  brakeman  at  another 
point,  which  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  schedule  rules  contained 
in  our  agreement,  which  all  refer  to  a crew  as  being  assigned,  and 
has  been  so  recognized.  The  assignment  of  this  run  was  the  result 
of  a local  agreement  dated  December  4,  1918,  which  was  necessary 
before  a change  in  service  could  be  made  on  account  of  there  being  a 
certain  rule  in  the  agreement  at  that  time,  and  which  is  contained  in 
the  present  agreement. 

A passenger  crew  performed  all  of  the  passenger  service  between 
Centralia  and  Gate,  making  three  round  trips,  which  resulted  in  con- 
siderable overtime ; and  as  a result  of  the  local  agreement  dated  De- 
cember 4,  1918,  arrangements  were  made  to  permit  a crew  to  make 
one  of  the  round  trips  in  passenger  service  between  Centralia  and 
Gate,  and  the  same  crew  to  handle  the  mixed-train  service  between 
Centralia  and  Mendota,  paying  the  mixed-train  rate  for  the  entire 
service,  the  local  agreement  specifying  that  the  crew  should  come  on 
duty  at  8.50  a.  m. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  schedule,  had  this  arrangement  not 
been  made  and  the  same  service  exacted  from  the  crew,  it  would  have 
been  necessary  to  have  paid  the  monthly  guaranty  for  the  passenger 
service  and  a day  at  mixed-train  rate  for  the  mixed-train  service ; and 
from  1918  until  the  bulletin  referred  to  in  the  statement  of  facts  was 
issued  payment  has  been  made  to  the  crew  on  the  basis  of  starting  all 
of  the  members  of  the  crew’s  pay  at  the  same  time,  using  them  for  the 
entire  assignment ; and  we  contend  when  the  bulletin  was  issued  on 
December  24,  splitting  the  crew,  using  a conductor  and  one  brake- 
man  for  the  round  trip  in  passenger  service,  and  in  addition  thereto 
the  freight  service,  only  using  the  second  brakeman  for  the  freight 
service,  the  principle  long  established  of  assigning  a crew  to  cover 
the  entire  territory  was  violated  as  well  as  the  agreement  of  Decem- 
ber 4,  1918,  permitting  of  paying  the  mixed-train  rate  for  the  entire 
service  instead  of  the  monthly  passenger  rate  plus  one  day  at  mixed- 
train  rate.  We  further  contend  that  rule  3 and  question  95  could  not 
be  construed  to  cancel  a part  of  the  agreement  relative  to  this  assign- 
ment Avithout  canceling  all  of  it,  in  which  eveitt  the  tabulation  would 
goA^ern;  and  it  would  be  necessary  to  pay  the  minimum  day  for  the 
passenger  serAuce  plus  a minimum  day  for  the  freight  serAuce. 

Position  of  management. — The  assignment  of  the  crew  in  question 
to  combination  of  passenger  and  mixed-train  service  between  Cen- 
tralia, Gate,  and  Mendota  was  the  result  of  a conference  and  agree- 
ment reached  between  the  local  representatives  of  the  four  train  serv- 
ice organizations  and  officers  of  the  railway  company  as  outlined  in 
Superintendent  x\.lbee’s  communication  under  date  of  December  4, 
1918,  to  General  Superintendent  Richards.  The  creAv  is  paid  at 
mixed-train  rates  for  the  entire  service  rendered,  Avhich  is  the  highest 


680 


DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOE  BOARD. 


rate  applicable  to  any  class  of  service  rendered  during  the  coui’se  of 
their  day’s  assignment. 

On  December  24,  1920,  bulletin  was  posted  changing  the  calling 
time  of  the  brakemen.  The  conductor  and  one  brakeman  are  called 
for  the  passenger  trip  on  trains  501  and  502,  commencing  work  at 
8.50  a.  m.,  and  continuing  on  trains  513  and  514  in  mixed-train  serv- 
ice; the  second  brakeman  (Thrall)  is  called  at  Centralia  for  11.30 
a.  m.,  trains  513  and  514.  Claim  is  made  by  Brakeman  Thrall  for 
compensation  equal  to  that  paid  the  other  brakeman,  contending 
that  the  train  crew  should  be  considered  as  a unit  from  the  begin- 
ning of  the  day’s  work  in  passenger  service  at  8.50  a.  m.  Section 
(<2),  Article  XI  of  Supplement  No.  25,  covering  the  beginning  and 
ending  of  day,  was  mandatory  for  adoption  and  accordingly  was 
incorporated  in  the  schedule  for  trainmen  effective  SeptemlDer  1, 
1920,  abrogating  former  advance  call-time  rules.  It  is  the  position 
of  the  management  that  the  above  rule  does  not  require  calling 
the  train  crew  for  service  as  a unit,  which  is  supported  by  question 
and  decision  appearing  in  Interpretation  1 to  Supplement  No.  25. 
Attention  is  also  directed  to  question  98  and  decision  thereon. 

The  intent  and  purpose  of  section  (a),  Article  XI  of  Supplement 
No.  25,  is  entirely  clear  as  outlined  in  the  interpretations  thereon 
as  applying  to  a situation  such  as  exists  on  the  run  in  question,  and, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  is  no  rule  in  the  trainmen’s  schedule 
defining  the  consist  of  a crew  in  either  mixed-train  or  passenger 
service,  it  would  appear  that  there  is  no  reasonable  argument  that 
can  be  advanced  in  support  of  the  claim  of  Brakeman  Thrall.  It  is 
the  position  of  the  management  that  the  existing  assignment  be- 
tween Centralia,  Gate,  and  Mendota  is  not  in  violation  of  any 
schedule  rule  or  agreement.  The  only  rule  which  can  be  cited  as 
being  applicable  to  the  question  at  issue  is  rule  3,  Article  II,  cover- 
ing the  beginning  and  ending  of  day  (paragraph  (a),  Article  XI 
of  Supplement  No.  25),  and  question  95  and  decision  appearing  in 
Interpretation  1 to  Supplement  No.  25,  fully  supports  the  position 
taken  by  the  management  in  this  case. 

Under  the  full-crew  law  in  effect  in  the  State  of  Washington, 
three  brakemen  are  necessary  on  freight  trains  consisting  of  25 
cars  or  more,  and  on  days  25  cars  or  more  are  handled  in  trains 
513  and  514,  scheduled  as  mixed  trains  between  Centralia  and  Men- 
dota, a third  brakeman  from  the  extra  list  is  used,  commencing  serv- 
ice at  11.30  a.  nr  However,  no  question  has  been  raisecl  con- 
cerning the  payment  made  to  the  third  brakeman,  although  it 
would  appear  that  the  same  principle  is  involved  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  under  the  full-crew  law  it  is  unnecessary  to  work  the 
second  or  third  brakeman  on  the  passenger  portion  of  this  assign- 
ment. 

One  brakeman  in  addition  to  the  conductor  is  all  that  is  needed 
on  the  passenger  portion  of  this  assignment,  and  there  is  no  justifi- 
cation for  the  claim  of  Brakeman  Thrall,  who  was  acting  as  the 
second  brakeman  on  trains  513  and  514,  that  his  pay  should  com- 
mence from  8.50  a.  m.  instead  of  11.30  a.  m.,  although  he  rendered 
no  service  on  trains  501  and  502.  It  is  felt  that  question  95  and  de- 
cision, referred  to,  fully  justified  changing  the  calling  time  of  the 
second  brakeman,  having  due  regard  for  the  economical  operation 
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of  these  runs,  which  is  in  accord  with  Principle  1 of  Decision  119, 
wherein  the  United  States  Eailroad  Labor  Board  charges  each 
management,  each  organization  of  employees,  and  each  employee  to 
render  honest,  efficient,  and  economical  service. 

Decision, — The  Board  believes  that  special  agreement  having 
been  made  with  the  local  representatives  of  the  men  and  approved 
by  the  general  chairman  and  the  management,  any  change  in  it 
should  be  made  by  agreement.  Claim  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  25.— CASE  36. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  30,  1921, 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Brakeman  Fred  Cole  for  116  miles  February  21  and  147 
miles  February  22,  1921,  representing  time  lost  on  account  of  being 
denied  a run  in  accordance  with  his  seniority. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Brakeman  Cole  was  a regular  brake- 
man  on  a car  that  was  disbanded  on  account  of  reduction  in  crews 
on  February  19.  He  was  notified  that  his  car  had  been  taken  out 
of  service  and  to  exercise  his  seniority,  but  instead  of  doing  so  he 
received  permission  and  laid  off.  He  reported  for  duty  on  February 
21  at  9.30  a.  m.  and  requested  permission  to  displace  a junior  brake- 
man  who  was  assigned  to  a car  that  arrived  at  Auburn  at  3.34  a.  m. 
Februar3r  21,  and  was  called  to  leave  at  1 p.  m.  His  request  was 
denied,  the  officers  of  the  company  contending  he  could  not  take  the 
run  on  account  of  the  provisions  of  rule  4,  Article  III,  trainmen’s 
agreement. 

Brakeman  Cole  claims  pay  for  time  lost,  contending  that  on  ac- 
count of  his  car  being  disbanded  rule  4 does  not  apply,  and  bases 
his  claim  for  time  on  rules  10  and  19  (a). 

When  request  was  made  for  rule  4,  referred  to,  which  was  granted 
and  incorporated  in  the  trainmen’s  schedule  of  September  1,  1920, 
it  was  with  the  understanding  that  the  underlying  principle  in  con- 
nection therewith  was  to  give  extra  brakemen  who  were  filling  tem- 
porary vacancies  an  opportunity  to  exercise  their  seniority  to  other 
service. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  trainmen  that  the  above-mentioned  rule 
applies  only  to  trainmen  who  lay  off  and  return  to  the  run  held  by 
them  at  the  time  they  laid  off,  and  does  not  apply  to  trainmen  who 
have  been  displaced  even  though  they  might  take  a lay-off  before 
exercising  their  seniority  to  some  other  service. 

Position  of  committee. — We  contend  the  language  of  rule  4,  Article 
III,  does  not  support  the  action  of  the  officers  of  the  company  in 
declining  the  claim,  and  contend  that  Brakeman  Cole  is  supported 
in  his  claim  for  time  lost  by  rules  10  and  19. 

We  hold  that  the  purpose  of  rule  4,  Article  III,  was  to  compel  men 
who  laid  off  of  regular  cars  or  runs  to  report  for  Avork  Avithin  four 
hours  from  the  time  the  men  who  were  to  be  displaced  arriA-ed  at 
the  terminal,  in  order  to  prevent  holding  an  extra  man  on  the  car 
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for  an  indefinite  period,  but  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  a man 
wlio  had  no  regular  run,  which  was  the  case  with  Cole,  for  he  had 
been  displaced  and  was  not  returning  to  his  regular  run;  therefore, 
it  was  permissible  to  displace  any  brakeman  junior  to  him. 

The  rule  in  controversy  was  first  negotiated  by  a subcommittee  of 
conductors  in  June,  1920,  and  was  incorporated  in  the  trainmen’s 
agreement  effective  September  1,  1920.  Kealizing  there  must  have 
been  some  understanding  as  to  the  application  of  the  rule  between 
the  conductors’  subcommittee  and  the  management,  and  after  being 
unable  to  agree  with  the  officers  of  the  company,  we  w^rote  to  Messrs. 
Kennedy  and  Harris,  members  of  the  conductors’  subcommittee  at 
the  time  the  rule  was  negotiated,  and  requested  their  understanding. 

Position  of  management. — Brakeman  Cole  was  notified  on  Feb- 
ruary 19  that  the  car  on  which  he  was  wmrking  in  chain-gang  service 
v^ould  be  taken  off,  and  instead  of  exercising  his  seniority  to  other  serv- 
ice Brakeman  Cole  was  given  permission  to  lay  off.  The  fact  is  not 
disputed  that  he  v/as  laying  off  and  that  he  did  not  report  for  duty 
until  9.30  a.  m.,  Monday,  February  21,  at  which  time  he  requested 
that  he  be  permitted  to  displace  a junior  brakeman  working  on  Con- 
ductor Martin’s  car,  which  had  arrived  at  Auburn  at  3.34  a.  m., 
February  21.  As  Brakeman  Cole  failed  to  report  for  work  not  later 
than  four  hours  from  the  time  of  the  arrival  of  Conductor  Martin’s 
car  at  Auburn  in  compliance  with  rule  4,  Article  III,  he  was  not 
permitted  to  displace  the  junior  brakeman  on  Conductor  Martin’s 
car  on  the  21st,  with  the  result  that  claim  is  presented  for  time  lost 
February  21  and  22  under  the  application  of  rule  10  and  paragraph 
{a)  rule  19,  Article  III. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  trainmen  that  rule  4 referred  to  is  not 
applicable  to  trainmen  who  have  been  displaced  even  though  they 
might  take  a lay-off  before  exercising  their  seniority  to  some  service 
and  that  the  rule  is  only  applicable  when  a trainman  is  laying  off 
after  having  been  assigned  to  a car. 

Buie  4 was  first  incorporated  in  the  conductors’  schedule  of  June 
15,  1920.  Later,  during  negotiations  with  the  trainmen’s  committee, 
they  requested  the  same  rule  which  was  agreed  to  and  incorporated 
in  the  trainmen’s  schedule  of  September  1,  1920.  The  argument  ad- 
vanced for  requesting  a rule  of  this  kind  was  to  compel  men  who  were 
laying  off'  to  report  within  four  hours  after  the  arrival  of  the  car  on 
which  they  desire  to  place  themselves  in  order  to  give  the  brakernen 
to  be  displaced  an  opportunity  to  exercise  their  seniority  to  other 
service.  This  is  the  primary  purpose  of  the  rule,  which  fact  the 
representatives  of  the  trainmen  do  not  deny.  There  is  nothing  con- 
tained in  this  rule  which  makes  a distinction  under  what  conditions 
brakernen  will  be  considered  as  laying  off,  but  the  purport  of  the 
rule  is  that  the  conditions  outlined  therein  are  applicable  to  any 
trainman  who  is  laying  off. 

The  application  of  paragraph  ((x)  rule  19,  referred  to,  was  not 
working  out  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  trainmen,  as  brakernen,  after 
being  displaced,  would  not  select  a run  but  would  lay  off  and  await 
an  opportunity  to  exercise  their  seniority  to  such  temporary  vacan- 
cies as  might  arise  on  preferred  runs.  This  was  detrimxental  to  the 
brakernen  on  the  extra  list,  and  the  general  chairman  of  the  train- 
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men  requested  that  the  following  interpretation  be  placed  on  the 
rule,  which  was  agreed  to  effective  March  7,  1921. 

It  has  been  agreed,  when  a brakeman  is  displaced  from  regular  service,  or 
a regular  car  in  chain  gang,  he  will  be  notified  of  such  displacement  and  must 
make  choice  of  service  to  which  his  seniority  entitles  him  within  24  hours  from 
the  time  of  such  displacement.  If  he  does  not  make  a choice  within  that  time, 
he  will  be  placed  last  out  on  the  extra  list  and  be  governed  by  the  same  condi- 
tions governing  other  extra  men. 

"Wlien  decision  is  rendered  in  this  case,  consideration  should  be  given 
to  the  agreement  in  effect  at  the  present  time  in  connection  with 
this  rule.  Under  the  above  interpretation  it  would  have  been  neces- 
sary for  Brakeman  Cole  to  select  a run  within  24  hours  from  the  time 
of  his  displacement  on  February  19,  and  then  if  he  had  been  granted 
a la}^-off  until  Monday,  the  21st,  there  is  absolutely  no  question  that 
he  would  be  subject  to  the  conditions  outlined  in  rule  4,  Article  III. 
The  contention  of  the  trainmen  is  not  consistent  in  the  claim  of 
Brakeman  Cole,  for  the  reason,  if  they  are  sustained  in  their  posi- 
tion, it  would  result  in  setting  up  a practice  in  conflict  with  the  in- 
terjDretation  which  has  been  agreed  to  concerning  the  application  of 
rule  19  {a). 

The  fact  is  not  denied  by  the  trainmen  that  the  underlying  prin- 
ciple of  rule  4,  Article  III,  is  to  afford  brakemen  who  were  filling 
temporary  vacancies  an  opportunity  to  exercise  their  seniority  to 
other  service,  and  it  is  the  position  of  the  management,  under  a 
reasonable  interpretation  of  the  rule,  that  the  conditions  outlined 
therein  are  applicable  to  any  trainman  who  is  given  a lay-off  and 
when  reporting  for  service  desires  to  displace  a junior  trainman. 

Decision, — When  Brakeman  Cole  laid  off  before  exercising  his 
seniority,  after  his  car  had  been  disbanded,  he  became  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  rule  4,  Article  III  of  the  trainmen’s  agreement.  Claim 
is  therefore  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  26.— CASE  44. 

Chicago,  III.,  November  30,  1921, 

Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Bequest  that  position  now  being  filled  by  Switchtender  Bindley  be 
reclassified  as  position  of  engine  herder  and  paid  the  switchmen’s 
rate  instead  of  the  switchtenders’  rate,  claim  dating  from  April  15, 
1921.^ 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Attention  is  directed  to  paragraphs  (a) 
and  (?)),  rule  1,  Article  IV  of  the  yardmen’s  schedule,  effective  Sep- 
tember 1,  1920.  The  issue  in  this  case  involves  a request  for  the  re- 
classification of  the  position  filled  by  J.  E.  Bindley,  which  for  years 
has  been  classified  as  a switchtender’s  position  and  paid  accordingly. 
The  position  of  switchtender  wdiich  J.  E.  Bindley  had  pre^dously 
been  filling  was  abolished,  and  subsequent  thereto  exercised  his  sen- 
iority to  the  position  under  discussion.  During  the  course  of  his 
da}"’s  assignment  he  handled  approximately  18  switches  within  a ter- 
ritory of  approximately  1,900  feet.  The  yardmen’s  schedule  contains 
no  rule  defining  the  duties  of  an  engine  herder. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  yardmen  that  J.  E.  Bindley  is  perform- 
ing the  duties  of  an  engine  herder,  and  that  this  position,  wdiich  is 
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filled  at  the  present  time  by  three  switchtenders  assigned  to  eight- 
hour  shifts,  should  be  reclassified  and  considered  an  engine  herder’s 
position,  which  carries  the  switchman’s  rate  instead  of  the  switch- 
tender’s  rate.  It  is  the  contention  of  the  management  that  there  has 
been  no  change  made  in  the  duties  of  these  switchtenders  and  that  the 
service  rendered  is  not  work  wMch  can  be  properly  classified  as  en- 
gine herders’s  work,  and  in  accordance  with  past  practice  and  un- 
derstanding, the  duties  of  an  engine  herder  are  to  couple  engines  on 
and  cut  engines  off  trains  and  pilot  them  to  and  from  roundhouse. 

Position  of  committee.— Th.Oi  committee  contends  that  the  service  ex- 
acted of  Mr,  Lindley  extends  beyond  the  ordinary  duties  of  a switch- 
tender,  and  that  he  is  required  to  handle  the  engine  into  and  out  of  the 
roundhouse  track  in  addition  to  handling  approximately  18  switches 
within  a distance  of  approximately  1,900  feet  constitutes  yard  work, 
commonly  known  as  engine  herder’s  work,  for  which  the  yard  rate 
should  be  paid.  Mr.  Lindley  is  required  to  pilot  or  herd  during  his 
shift  from  8 to  23  engines  from  the  roundhouse  track  to  a point  about 
1,200  feet  west  and  down  the  lead  the  same  distance,  delivering  the 
engine  to  the  track  leading  to  the  main  track,  and  it  is  also  necessary 
to  pilot  the  incoming  engines  over  the  same  track  to  the  track  lead- 
ing to  the  roundhouse  which  is  opposite  to  the  point  where  the  switch 
shanty  is  located.  In  addition  to  this  it  is  necessary  to  pilot  or  herd 
engines  about  750  feet  east  from  the  turntable  track  bringing  up 
through  the  lead  and  delivering  them  to  the  main  track. 

A majority  of  the  engines  that  are  piloted  are  going  to  or  coming 
from  outlying  points  within  the  switching  zone  where  yard  crews 
report  for  work.  By  handling  engines  in  this  manner  it  is  unneces- 
sary for  3^ardmen  to  go  to  the  Northtown  roundhouse  to  get  their 
engines,  as  Mr.  Lindley  and  the  other  two  men  filling  like  positions 
do  the  herding  necessary  to  place  the  engines  on  the  main  track  when 
they  proceed  alone  to  the  point  where  the  yard  crews  report  for 
work.  They  are  also  required  to  take  care  of  engines  coming  in  on 
trains,  and  we  contend  that  the  company’s  position  that  the  rate 
should  not  apply  for  the  reason  that  they  do  not  couple  engines  on 
or  cut  them  off  of  trains  should  not  be  a controlling  factor  in  deter- 
mining this  question,  for  the  reason  that  approximately  the  same 
amount  of  piloting  or  herding  is  necessary  under  the  present  opera- 
tion as  there  would  be  if  there  was  a train  at  the  point  they  deliver 
the  engines  on  the  main  track  to  couple  on  or  couple  off. 

Mr.  Lindley  is  working  under  the  orders  of  the  yardmaster,  and 
not  having  an  exact  check  of  the  number  of  engines  and  the  time 
of  herding  engines  required  in  the  course  of  eight  hours,  the  com- 
mittee made  inquiry  from  Local  Chairman  A.  J.  Hein,  under  date 
of  October  11,  and  statement  from  him  dated  October  15,  also  list 
showing  the  number  of  engines  and  time  of  their  coming  in  or  out 
of  roundhouse  on  October  14,  are  submitted  to  the  Board.  This 
check  was  made  by  Mr.  Hein  personally,  and  while  there  are  more 
engines  herded  on  this  particular  day  than  some  days,  it  can  be 
reasonably  assumed  that  on  other  days  more  engines  are  handled. 
The  committee  holds  that  when  a man  is  required  to  take  charge  of 
engines,  the  engine  crew  being  governed  by  their  signals  and  handle 
the  switches  over  a territory  covering  a distance  of  more  than  one- 
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half  mile,  it  can  not  be  considered  other  than  herding  or  piloting 
engines,  and  feels  justified  under  the  rule  referred  to  in  the  state- 
ment of  facts  in  asking  the  Board  to  sustain  the  claim  for  yard 
rate. 

Position  of^  mann^gement. — Northtown  is  the  terminal  for  St.  Paul 
Division  freight  crews.  Three  men  are  employed  in  Northtown 
yard  handling  switches  adjacent  to  the  yard  office — assigned  to  eight- 
hour  shifts — filling  a position  which  for  years  has  been  classified  as 
switchtender’s  position  and  paid  accordingly.  J.  E.  Bindley,  who 
entered  the  service  as  switchtender  October  28,  1918,  and  estab- 
lished seniority  as  such,  exercised  his  seniority  to  one  of  these 
positions  on  April  15,  1921,  on  account  of  the  switchtender’s  position 
which  he  previously  held  being  abolished.  Although  no  change  has 
been  made  in  the  duties  of  the  position  held  by  these  three  men  and 
no  request  previously  was  made  by  them  for  the  reclassification  of 
this  position,  Switchtender  Bindley  now  requests  that  this  position 
be  reclassified  as  an  engine  herder’s  position,  and  claims  the  helper’s 
rate  of  $6.48  per  day  under  the  application  of  paragraph  (5),  rule  1, 
Article  lY  of  the  train  and  yardmen’s  schedule  referred  to  in  the 
joint  statement  of  facts,  contending  that  he  is  required  to  perform 
the  duties  of  an  engine  herder. 

Paragraph  (5),  rule  1,  referred  to,  established  the  rate  of  pay 
for  engine  herders,  but  there  is  no  rule  in  the  train  and  yardmen’s 
schedule  defining  the  duties  of  an  engine  herder.  Reference  is  made 
to  rule  85  of  the  existing  firemen’s  schedule.  The  trainmen  also  have 
the  following  rule  applying  to  passenger  service : 

Rule  20  ((7).  At  maia  line  terminals  men  will  be  provided  to  couple  engines 
on  or  cut  engines  off  and  pilot  engines  to  and  from  roundhouse. 

The  adoption  of  these  two  rules  some  years  ago  made  necessary 
the  employment  of  men  to  perform  the  work  outlined  therein,  and 
switchmen  were  given  this  work  under  the  classification  of  engine 
herders,  and  a rate  of  pay  was  established  for  this  occupation  as 
provided  in  paragraph  (&),  rule  1 of  the  }^ardmen’s  schedule.  The 
duties  of  engine  herders  are  to  couple  engines  on  and  cut  engines  off 
trains  and  pilot  them  to  and  from  the  roundhouse,  and  there  is  no 
record  of  any  request  having  previously  been  made  or  agreed  to 
that  the  engine  herder’s  rate  would  be  applicable  except  where  em- 
plo}^ees  perform  the  work  as  outlined.  Switchtender  Bindley 
handles  approximately  18  switches  during  the  course  of  his  day’s 
assignment  within  a territory  of  approximately  1,900  feet.  Con- 
siderable stress  is  laid  on  the  fact  that  he  rides  on  engines  while 
going  from  one  point  to  another  to  throw  switches,  claiming  that  he 
is  performing  the  duties  of  an  engine  herder  owing  to  the  amount 
of  territory  he  is  required  to  cover.  The  duties  of  the  position  held 
by  Switchtender  Bindley  are  to  throw  switches  for  engines  coming 
off  the  roundhouse  track  and  throwing  lead  switches  extending  to 
tracks  leading  to  different  parts  of  the  j^ard.  His  duties  are  that  of 
a switchtender,  and  the  fact  that  he  takes  advantage  of  moving 
engines  to  ride  from  one  switch  to  another  would  not  in  any  manner 
justify  a reclassification  of  the  position. 

If  sustained  in  their  contention  that  this  man  is  performing  the 
duties  of  an  engine  herder  because  of  the  fact  that  he  covers  approxi- 
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mately  1,900  feet,  the  question  that  would  immediately  arise  where 
the  dividing  line  should  be  drawn  in  the  amount  of  territory  covered 
by  switchtenders  before  being  classified  as  engine  herders,  which 
would  result  in  unending  controversy.  Prior  to  the  application  of 
Supplement  No.  25  to  General  Order  No.  27,  issued  by  the  director 
general,  switchtenders  were  not  included  in  the  contract  with  the 
trainmen.  In  conformity  with  question  125  and  decision,  appearing 
in  Interpretation  1 to  Supplement  No.  25,  dated  December  15,  1919, 
the  rate  of  pay  established  for  switchtenders  and  rules  of  the  sup- 
plement applicable  to  this  class  of  employees  were  incorporated  in 
the  train  and  yardmen’s  schedule  when  revised  on  September  1,  1920, 
at  the  same  time  rules  also  were  negotiated  and  agreed  upon  with 
the  trainmen’s  committee  covering  the  seniority  rights  of  switch- 
tenders. 

Switchtenders  are  carried  on  separate  seniority  rosters  and  hold 
exclusive  rights  to  positions  of  switchtenders;  consequently  if  their 
contention  is  sustained  and  this  position  reclassified  as  an  engine 
herder’s  position  it  will  automatically  throw  this  position  open  to  the 
seniority  of  switchmen.  The  three  regular  switchtenders  assigned  to 
this  position,  including  J.  E.  Lindley,  would  be  deprived  of  their 
positions,  which  would  i>ltimatel;/  result  in  forcing  the  three  junior 
men  out  of  employment  as  switchtenders.  This  would  be  entirely 
unfair  to  the  regular  switchtenders  who  were  assigned  to  this  posi- 
tion for  years  prior  to  the  time  Switchtender  Lindley  applied  for 
and  was  assigned  to  one  of  the  shifts,  who  at  no  time  entered  a pro- 
test or  made  request  for  a reclassification  of  the  positions.  If  the 
contention  of  the  trainmen  is  upheld  it  will  be  the  first  step  in  the 
direction  of  having  many  switchtenders’  positions  reclassified  as 
engine  herders,  carrying  with  it  the  switchmen’s  rate  of  $6.48  per 
day,  which  is  $1.44  higher  than  the  regular  switchtender’s  rate.  Con- 
necting this  case  up  with  that  of  Yardman  Stromberg,  Jamestown 
yard  (Case  No.  4),  it  is  quite  evident  an  attempt  is  being  made  on 
the  part  of  the  trainmen’s  organization,  by  reading  an  unusual  inter- 
pretation into  the  existing  rules,  to  have  certain  positions  now  filled 
by  switchtenders  reclassified,  with  the  object  in  view  of  ultimately 
bringing  about  a condition  justifying  the  assignment  of  switchmen 
to  these  positions,  and  affording  switchmen  an  opportunity  to  monop- 
olize these  positions,  which  on  the  other  hand  would  result  in  grad- 
ually forcing  out  of  employment  a number  of  men  who  are  now 
holding  these  switchtenders’  positions  and  who  have  no  seniority 
rights  as  switchmen. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  management  that  the  duties  performed  by 
the  three  switchtenders  assigned  to  this  position  is  not  work  which 
can  properly  be  classed  as  engine  herder’s  duties  in  accordance  with 
past  practice  and  understanding  of  what  constitutes  the  duties  of  an 
enginff  herder,  and  further  that  the  train  and  yardmen’s  schedule 
contains  no  rule  which  would  support  the  contention  of  the  trainmen. 

Decision. — The  joint  statement  of  facts  shows  that  the  position 
filled  by  J.  E.  Lindley  has  for  years  been  classified  as  a switch- 
tender’s  position  and  paid  accordingly.  Claim  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  27.— CASE  20. 

Chica-ffo,  lU.,  Dccemher  1,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Conductor  AY.  A.  Jepson,  Montana  Division,  for  an  ad- 
ditional day’s  pay  on  September  3,  1920,  on  account  of  not  being 
used  as  pilot  on  Milwaukee  passenger  train  No.  16,  detoured  over 
Northern  Pacific  tracks  from  Butte  to  Piedmont. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Owing  to  a washout  on  the  Milwaukee 
line  the  dispatchers’  office  at  Living*ston  received  notice  at  10.15 
a.  m.,  September  3,  1920,  that  Milwaukee  trains  15  and  16  would  be 
detoured  over  Northern  Pacific  tracks  between  Butte  and  Piedmont. 
Eastbound  train  No.  16  was  reported  due  at  Butte  about  10.45  a.  m., 
but  did  not  arrive  until  12.10  p.  m. ; departing  at  12.30  p.  m.  Butte 
is  located  120  miles  from  Livingston,  the  division  headquarters, 
which  is  the  source  of  supply  for  conductors  and  is  the  distant  ter- 
minal for  .Conductor  Jepson,  assigned  to  regular  passenger  service 
between  Billings  and  Butte.  Yardmaster  at  Butte  was  used  to  pilot 
train  No.  16  from  Butte  to  Piedmont.  Train  No.  15  westbound  was 
due  at  approximately  8 p.  m.  at  Piedmont,  but  information  was  re- 
ceived after  departure  of  No.  16  from  Butte  that  train  No.  15  would 
not  be  detoured  via  the  Northern  Pacific. 

Conductor  Jepson,  regularly  assigned  to  passenger  service,  arrived 
at  Butte  at  8.21  a.  m.,  September  3,  1920,  on  No.  41,  after  having 
been  on  duty  11  hours  and  21  minutes,  and  claims  an  additional  day’s 
pay  on  account  of  not  being  used  as  pilot,  which  was  denied  by  the 
railw^ay  company  on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  have  sufficient  time 
under  the  hours  of  service  law  to  make  the  trip  as  pilot  from  Butte 
to  Piedmont  and  return. 

Position  of  committees. — Conductor  Jepson’s  seniority  on  the 
Montana  Division  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railway  is  confined  to 
territory  extending  from  Billings  (eastern  terminus)  to  Helena 
(western  terminus)  ; Logan  to  Butte  (western  terminus)  and 
branches  leading  therefrom.  On  September  3,  1920,  Conductor  Jep- 
son arrived  at  Butte,  Mont.,  on  train  41  at  8.21  a.  m.,  having  been 
on  duty  11  hours  and  21  minutes.  A Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul 
train  was  to  be  detoured  over  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  from 
Butte  to  Piedmont,  a distance  of  36  miles.  General  Yardmaster 
AAJialen,  of  Butte,  was  used  as  pilot.  Mr.  AYhalen  holds  no  seniority 
as  conductor  on  the  Montana  Division,  therefore,  the  schedule  dated 
June  15,  1920  (rule  14,  Article  III)  was  violated.  Mr.  Jepson  was 
not  called  for  this  service  and  makes  claim  for  the  same  under  his 
seniorit}^  rights  in  accordance  with  rule  10  of  Article  III. 

The  committee  contends  it  was  not  necessary  to  use  General  Yard- 
master  TVTialen  and  that  Conductor  Jepson  should  have  been  used; 
that  relief  for  Jepson,  if  any  was  needed,  under  the  hours  of  service 
requirement,  could  have  been  deadheaded  from  Livingston,  Mont., 
the  source  of  supply,  on  train  No.  219  leaving  the  Livingston  ter- 
minal at  1.55  p.  m.  and  arriving  at  Whitehall  at  6 p.  m.,  a full  two 
hours  prior  to  the  time  that  conductor  would  have  been  needed  at 
Piedmont,  a distance  of  3 miles  from  Whitehall,  if  Chicago,  Mil- 
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waukee  & St.  Paul  train  No.  15  had  been  detoured  over  the  Northern 
Pacific  from  Piedmont  to  Butte. 

There  are  numerous  instances  on  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
where  conductors  are  used  out  of  a terminal  after  having  completed 
a full  day’s  work  or  assignment  wherein  the  conductor  would  come 
under  the  same  restrictions  of  the  hours-of-service  law  that  are  taken 
advantage  of  in  this  instance.  If  the  management’s  position  is  well 
taken  in  this  instance,  wherein  they  denj^  a conductor  service  who 
had  time  to  his  credit  under  the  hours-of-service  requirement,  it  is 
only  fair  to  assume  that  conductors  should  have  the  same  right  and 
could  refuse  service  if  called  when  they  had  not  had  the  full  legal 
rest.  However,  such  is  not  the  case,  as  we  have  at  least  one  case 
of  a conductor  being  disciplined  five  days’  actual  suspension  because 
he  had  asked  for  rest  before  starting  another  trip.  The  conductor 
in  question  had  worked  seven  hours. 

Position  of  management. — Owing  to  the  short  notice  received 
from  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway  Co.  that  they 
desired  to  detour  trains  15  and  16  via  the  Northern  Pacific  tracks 
between  Butte  and  Piedmont,  there  was  no  possible  way  in  which 
to  secure  a pilot  conductor  from  Livingston,  the  source  of  supply 
for  conductors  on  the  division.  On  September  3,  train  16  eastbound 
was  reported  due  at  Butte  at  10.45  a.  m.,  and  notice  that  this  train 
Avas  to  be  detoured  was  received  only  30  minutes  in  advance,  although 
it  is  a fact  that  the  train  did  not  arrive  at  Butte  until  12.10  p.  m., 
departing  at  12.30  p.  m.,  using  a yardmaster  as  pilot. 

Conductor  Jepson  was  regularly  assigned  to  passenger  service 
between  Billings  and  Butte;  he  arrived  at  Butte  at  8.21  a.  m., 
September  3 on  train  No.  41,  after  having  been  on  duty  11  hours  and 
21  minutes,  and  therefore  had  but  4 hours  and  39  minutes  to  his 
credit  under  the  hours-of-service  law,  which  would  have  been  insuf- 
ficient to  permit  him  to  make  the  round  trip  as  pilot  conductor  on 
Milwaukee  trains  Nos.  16  and  15  without  risking  a violation  of  the 
16-hour  law.  While  it  is  true  it  was  necessary  only  to  pilot  Mil- 
Avaukee  passenger  train  No.  16  eastbound  Butte  to  Piedmont  as  it 
was  later  decided  not  to  detour  No.  15  Avestboimd  from  Piedmont  to 
Butte,  this  information  was  not  received  from  the  MilAvaukee  Rail- 
way until  some  time  after  No.  16  had  departed  from  Butte,  and 
for  this  reason  in  considering  the  availability  of  Conductor  Jepson 
it  necessarily  was  based  on  the  intention  of  using  a pilot  on  train 
16  from  Butte  to  Piedmont  and  on  train  15  from  Piedmont  to  Butte. 
Train  No.  15  westbound  was  due  at  approximately  8.10  p.  m.  at 
Piedmont,  and  at  Butte  at  9.25  p.  m.,  Avhich  would  have  required 
a spread  of  service  from  approximately  12.10  p.  m.  until  9.25  p.  m., 
or  9 hours  and  15  minutes,  which  is  evidence  of  itself  that  Conductor 
Jepson  could  not  have  been  used  as  pilot  for  the  round  trip  on  the 
tAvo  trains  mentioned  without  exceeding  the  16-hour  law. 

Although  Butte  is  a terminal  for  passenger  trains  41  and  42  to 
which  Conductor  Jepson  was  regularly  assigned,  and  is  a terminal 
for  crews  assigned  to  other  runs  terminating  at  that  point,  an  extra 
list  of  conductors  is  not  maintained  at  Butte,  the  source  of  supply 
being  at  Livingston,  the  division  headquarters,  distance  from  Butte 
120  miles,  and  as  there  was  not  sufficient  time  due  to  the  emergency 
character  of  this  service  to  secure  a conductor  from  Livingston,  a 
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yardmaster  was  use#  as  pilot.  While  it  is  endeavored  at  all  times 
to  permit  conductors  to  perform  all  the  service  there  is  for  them 
on  the  division,  the  management  feels  that  they  were  at  perfect 
liberty  to  use  a yardmaster  as  pilot  in  this  instance  in  view  of  the 
emergency  existing,  and  it  is  a fact  that  Conductor  Jepson  suffered 
no  monetary  loss  on  account  of  this  yardmaster  being  used  as  pilot 
as  he  was  regularly  assigned  to  passenger  service  and  received  the 
full  monthly  guarantee  for  the  service  rendered. 

Decision. — The  Board  believes  that  if  a conductor  pilot  was  neces- 
sary, a conductor  should  have  been  used  instead  of  the  yardmaster. 
The  statement  of  facts  indicates  that  Conductor  Jepson  was  not 
available  because  of  previous  service ; claim  is,  therefore,  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  28.— CASE  41. 

Chicago,  111.,  December  1,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  (Coast  Lines). 

Claim  of  Assistant  Yardmaster  F.  B.  Sloat,  San  Bernardino  yard, 
for  services  performed  as  engine  herder. 

Position  of  committees. — Claim  was  originally  made  for  the  retro- 
active period  from  January  1,  1917,  to  June  30,  1918,  but  inasmuch 
as  the  Board  has  ruled  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction  over  claims  arising 
under  Federal  control,  claim  "is  now  made  only  for  the  period  of 
private  control — namely,  January  1,  1917,  to  December  29,  1917 — as 
the  eight-hour  day  was  made  retroactive  to  January  1,  1917. 

From  January  1,  1917,  to  April  30,  1917,  a regularly  assigned 
switchman  worked  a split  trick,  acting  as  herder  for  approximately 
the  first  half  of  a night  trick  and  then  finishing  out  the  assignment 
as  helper.  During  this  period  the  herder  handled  helper  engine  for 
train  No.  202  and  engine  arriving  on  train  No.  56,  San  Bernardino 
being  the  end  of  run  for  train  No.  56.  Mr.  Sloat  handled  helper  for 
train  No.  10  each  night  as  all  three  trains  arrived  so  close  together 
that  it  was  a physical  impossibility  for  one  man  to  handle  them  all. 
During  this  same  period  Mr.  Sloat  herded  engine  for  train  No.  102 
originating  at  and  scheduled  to  leave  San  Bernardino  at  6.45  a.  m., 
and  also  helper  engines  for  deadhead  equipment  passing  through 
San  Bernardino  after  midnight,  and  herded  and  made  change  of 
engines  on  trains  Nos.  1 and  9 on  occasions  when  such  changes  were 
necessary.  In  addition,  Mr.  Sloat  acting  alone  was  required  to  cut 
road  engine  off  train  No.  10  and  pick  up  baggage  car  or  cars  arriving 
in  other  trains  destined  for  eastern  points,  which  practice  was  almost 
a daily  occurrence,  performing  a like  movement  with  trains  Nos.  1 
and  9 when  necessary  to  set  out  or  pick  up  equipment  for  these 
trains. 

With  the  advent  of  the  eight-hour  day  a regular  herder  was  as- 
signed from  3 p.  m.  to  11  p.  m.,  and  for  the  period  of  May  1,  1917,  to 
December  29,  1917,  the  end  of  private  operation,  this  herder  handled 
helper  engine  for  train  No.  202  and  then  herded  engine  arriving 
on  train  No.  56,  provided  train  No.  56  arrived  on  time,  at  10.50  p.  m. 
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During  this  same  time  Mr.  Sloat  handled  helper  engine  for  trrdii  Xo. 

10  each  night  and  then  herded  engine  arriving  on  train  Xo.  50  wlien 
this  train  was  late.  During  this  period  Mr.  Sloat  herded  helper  en- 
gines for  deadhead  equipment  passing  through  San  Bernardino  after 

11  p.  m.,  and  herded  for  train  No.  102  scheduled  to  leave  San  Ber- 
nardino at  6.45  a.  m.  each  day  and,  in  addition,  made  occasional 
change  of  engines  for  trains  Nos.  1 and  9 and  set  out  and  picked  up 
equipment  for  these  two  trains  and  train  No.  10  as  described  in  pre- 
ceding paragraph. 

Claim  was  made  for  herder’s  rate  of  pay,  which  is  the  engine 
foreman’s  rate.  This  claim  was  denied  and  conferences  held  with 
the  general  officials,  and  under  date  of  April  14,  1919,  a letter  was 
written  to  General  Chairman  Duffy  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railroad 
Trainmen,  but  which  letter  the  railroad  officials  contend  was  not 
signed  by  General  Manager  Hibbard  and  was  later  recalled.  It 
will  be  noted  by  this  letter  that  the  company  offered  to  pay  Mr. 
Sloat  one-half  day  for  each  day  he  was  used  in  the  capacity  of  herder 
at  the  foreman’s  rate  of  pay,  which  the  organizations  did  not  accept 
for  the  reason  that  they  contend  that  Mr.  Sloat  was  serffing  in  the 
capacity  of  a herder  and  should  have  been  paid  herder’s  rates.  The 
prosecution  of  this  case  continued  and  on  February  25,  1920,  Assist- 
ant General  Manager  Hitchcock  wrote  Vice  Chairman  Cardwell 
of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen. 

By  referring  to  this  letter  it  will  be  noted  that  Mr.  Hitchcock 
acknowledges  the  settlement  contained  in  the  letter  from  Mr.  Hib- 
bard, which  the  company  states  was  recalled,  and  will  furthermore 
note  that  Mr.  Hitchcock  acknowledged  that  the  offer  contained  in 
the  letter  of  April  14  was  made  to  the  committee.  The  organiza- 
tions contend  that  the  communications  above  referred  to,  and  which 
are  not  denied  by  the  railroad  company  as  having  been  written,  is 
an  acknowledgment  on  the  part  of  the  railroad  company  that  Mr. 
Sloat  was  performing  a service  covered  by  the  terms  of  the  yard 
contract  in  effect  between  the  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway, 
Coast  Lines,  and  the  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen.  Reference 
is  made  to  the  second  paragraph  of  Mr.  Hibbard’s  letter  of  April 
14,  1919;  also  to  second  last  paragraph  of  Mr.  Hibbard’s  letter  of 
April  14,  showing  tabulation  of  number  of  hours  Mr.  Sloat  worked. 

It  is  not  known  to  the  committee  what  amounts  Mr.  Sloat  received 
for  services  rendered  in  1917.  It  was,  however,  at  the  rate  of  $138 
per  month,  each  day  being  a day  of  12  hours.  The  organizations 
contend  that  Mr.  Sloat  should  have  been  paid  the  engine  foreman’s 
rate  and  that  in  the  year  of  1917  should  have  received  $1,999.20.  We 
are  contending  for  the  difference  between  $1,999.20  and  what  was  paid 
at  assistant  yardmaster’s  rates,  which  we  have  to  date  been  unable  to 
secure.  The  organizations  contend  that  the  railway  company  does 
not  possess  the  right  to  classify  a service  under  a different  class  and 
thereby  deprive  an  employee  of  the  protection  of  the  organizations 
representing  the  class,  or  pay  a lesser  rate  of  pay  than  the  rate  classi- 
fied in  the  agreement  for  the  character  of  services  performed,  as 
was  done  in  this  case. 

Position  of  manager. — That  this  case  is  not  one,  as  presented, 
with  which  the  committee  has  any  right  to  deal,  and,  further,  even 
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if  one  which  the  committee  has  a proper  right  to  present,  it  is  not 
one  properly  before  this  Board. 

The  yardmasters  and  assistants  on  the  Santa  Fe  Coast  Lines  do 
not  come  under  the  provisions  of  any  of  the  various  schedules.  The 
claim  as  presented  is  a request  for  a certain  wage  for  an  assistimt 
yardmaster  who  was  paid  a monthly  wage  for  all  service  rendered. 
To  be  sure,  during  Federal  control  it  was  ruled  that  a yardman  while 
temporarily  fdling  the  place  of  a yardmaster  or  assistant  yard- 
master  must  not  receive  less  than  the  hourly  rate  of  his  reg- 
ular position.  That  is  an  ‘ entirely  different  question.  In  that 
case  the  committee  was  legislating  for  a yardman  temporarily 
assigned  to  a monthly-rated  position.  At  no  time  have  the  committees 
had  the  right  to  legislate  as  to  what  shall  be  paid  to  regularly  as- 
signed yardmasters  or  their  assistants.  The  committee  presented 
this  case  because  the  assistant  yardmaster  occasionally  threw  a 
switch  or  brought  an  engine  from  the  roundhouse  or  coupled  a helper 
engine  on.  It  is  not  considered  that  he  was  out  of  place  in  doing 
this,  but  if  we  should  grant,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  it.  was 
entirely  improper  for  the  yardmaster  to  do  this  work,  the  committee 
was  entirely  out  of  place  in  bringing  the  question  up  in  the  light  of 
pay  for  the  yardmaster. 

Their  complaint,  if  any  existed,  should  probably  have  been  that 
the  yardmaster  should  not  be  allowed  to  do  the  work,  or  that  one  of  the 
employees  for  whom  they  legislate  and  who  might  have  been  de- 
prived of  the  work  should  be  paid  the  rate.  They  had  no  right  to 
demand  any  rate  for  a yardrnaster  who  they  do  not  legislate  for. 
Had  the  committee  made  claim  during  Federal  control  (at  which 
time  they  presented  this  claim)  for  herder’s  rate  for  one  of  the  yard- 
men whom  they  might  have  claimed  had  been  deprived  of  the  work, 
the  officials  would  have  been  willing  to  submit  the  question  to  the 
Federal  Administration  authorities  for  a ruling  to  determine  whether 
or  not  it  was  pro|>er  for  the  yardmaster  to  perform  the  duties  he  was 
performing.  But  the  railroad  was  not  willing  to  refer  to  any 
authorities  the  question  of  rate  of  pay  of  a yardmaster  at  the  request 
of  a committee  not  authorized  to  deal  for  that  class  of  employees. 

We  may  have  a road  foreman  of  engines  who  regularly  received 
per  month  less  than  the  locomotive  engineers  and  who  may  hold 
seniority  as  a locomotive  engineer  and  belong  to  the  Brotherhood  of 
Locomotive  Engineers.  We  would  not  grant  the  committee  the 
right  to  take  up  the  question  of  his  wage.  Should  we  require  the 
road  foreman  to  run  an  engine  for  a trip  we  would  deny  the  com- 
mittee the  right  to  say  what  the  road  foreman  should  be  paid.  But 
if  committee  brought  in  a claim  from  some  engineer  whom  they  claim 
had  been  deprived  of  the  trip  we  would  consider  the  committee  with- 
in their  rights  and  would  confer  with  the  committee  with  a view  of 
determining  whether  or  not  such  claim  was  just. 

As  to  whether  or  not  this  case  is  one  proper  for  this  Board  to  con- 
sider : the  claim  originated  in  a letter  from  the  local  chairman  of  the 
Brotherhood  of  Kailroad  Trainmen  under  date  of  August  9,  1918,  the 
claim  reaching  back  into  corporate  control.  The  Railroad  Adminis- 
tration decided  not  only  claims  of  Federal  control,  but  also  claims  of 
corporate  control  pending  when  the  Government  took  the  roads  over. 
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They  did  not  separate  corporate  from  Federal  in  rendering  decisions. 
The  committee  had  from  August  9,  1918,  to  July  ir>,  1920 — nearly 
two  years— -to  get  the  question  before  the  proper  authorities.  The 
entire  question,  including  the  time  prior  to  Federal  control,  was  one 
which  the  Federal  authorities  would  have  decided  had  it  been  j)i*op- 
erly  placed  before  them.  ISot  having  been  presented  prior  to  July 
15, 1920,  it  is  considered  that  it  is  not  a projoer  question  to  be  now  con- 
sidered by  this  board.  Moreover,  it  would  appear  that  section  17  of 
the  memorandum  of  agreement,  dated  August  25,  1921.  creating  your 
honorable  board,  was  inserted  therein  for  the  express  purpose  of  de- 
fining a retroactive  limit  behind  which  time  claims  which  have  arisen 
shall  not  be  considered. 

Decision.— Clsiim  dismissed  account  no  jurisdiction. 


DECISION  NO.  29.— CASE  43. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

' Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainraeii  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Yardman  Sweeney,  Tacoma  Division,  for  eight  hours’ 
pay  on  account  of  not  being  used  as  assistant  yardmaster  on  Novem- 
ber 1920. 

Joint  statement  of  -Yardman  Sweeney  was  working  regu- 

larly as  helper  on  switch  engine  assigned  six  days  per  week  in 
Centralia  yard  on  the  day  shift  between  the  hours  of  8 a.  m.  and 
4 p.  m.,  Yardman  Sweeney  having  exercised  his  seniority  to  this  posi- 
tion in  preference  to  taki^ig  a position  as  foreman  which  he  could 
have  held  in  accordance  with  his  seniority  on  the  shift  working  be- 
tween the  hours  of  4 p.  m.  and  midnight,  which  was  held  by  Mr. 
Huff,  junior  yardman. 

Paragraph  (/),  rule  14,  Article  IV,  of  the  yardmen’s  schedule,  pro- 
vides as  follows : 

In  the  appointment  of  yardmasters  and  assistant  yardmasters,  the  oldest 
qualified  yardman  shall  be  considered. 

Under  the  above  rule,  Yardman  Sweeney  claims  he  is  entitled  to 
exercise  his  seniority  to  such  positions  as  he  may  desire  to  fill  as 
assistant  yardmaster  or  yardmaster,  and  has  repeatedly  declined  to 
accept  work  as  yardmaster  or  assistant  yardmaster  when  such  service 
involved  night  work  or  wherein  he  was  liable  to  lost  time  changing 
from  his  position  as  switchman  to  that  of  assistant  yardmaster  or 
yardmaster. 

On  Sunday,  November  7,  there  was  a temporary  vacancy  as  as- 
sistant yardmaster  on  the  day  shift  from  8 a.  m.  to  7 p.  m.,  and  Yard- 
man Huff,  who  was  junior  in  service  to  Yardman  Sweeney,  but  who 
had  taken  such  positions  as  they  occurred,  was  called  to  fill  this 
vacancy.  The  day  engine  on  which  Yardman  Sweeney  working 
regularly  as  helper  did  not  work  on  Sunday,  November  7,  and  on  ac- 
count of  not  being  used  as  assistant  yardmaster  in  place  of  Yardman 
Huff,  claim  is  made  for  one  day’s  pay.  It  is  the  contention  of  Yard- 
man Sweeney,  supported  by  his  organization,  that  he  should  have 
been  used  as  assistant  yardmaster  on  this  date. 
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It  is  the  contention  of  the  management,  if  yardmen  desire  to  fill 
position  of  yardmaster  or  assistant  yardmaster,  they  must  take  these 
positions  as  they  occur  regardless  of  whether  it  involves  day  or  night 
work,  and  there  is  no  rule  in  the  yardmen’s  schedule  which  gives 
yardmen  the  privilege  of  exercising  their  choice  as  between  taking 
a day  position  or  a night  position  as  yardmaster  or  assistant  yard- 
master  to  the  detriment  of  other  yardmen  who  do  accept  these 
temporary  vacancies  as  they  occur. 

Position  of  committee— is  based  on  paragraph  (/)  of  rule 
14,  Article  IV,  of  the  yardmen’s  schedule,  reading : 

if)  In  the  appointment  of  yardmasters  and  assistant  yardmasters  the  oldest 
qualified  yardman  shall  be  considered. 

There  is  no  question  raised  regarding  Yardman  S^veeney’s  qualifi- 
cations, and  we  contend  that  when  the  temporary  vacancy  occurred 
on  Sunday,^  November  7,  Yardman  Sweeney  desiring  to  fill  such 
vacancy  was  justified  in  demanding  that  he  be  used. 

It  is  not  unusual  for  yardmen  to  pass  up  temporary  vacancies  in 
the  positions  of  assistant  yardmasters,  either  day  or  night ; but  in 
the  event  of  their  passing  up  a regular  position  and  a junior  man 
accepting  same,  no  complaint  being  made  by  the  senior  yardman, 
they  are  penalized  to  the  extent  that  so  long  as  the  position  is  not 
discontinued  and  the  junior  man  desires  to  retain  same,  they  are 
not  privileged  to  displace  him. 

In  the  case  under  consideration  it  would  have  made  no  difference 
to  the  yardmaster  whether*Sweeney  had  been  used  or  the  man  junior 
to  him,  as  both  men  were  qualified,  and  we  hold  under  the  rule  that 
Sweeney  was  entitled  to  the  work,  and  on  account  of  not  being 
given  same  is  entitled  to  be  compensated  for  the  day  lost. 

Position  of  mo/aagement. — Yardmen  Sweeney  and  Huff  are  em- 
ployed as  switchmen  in  Centralia  yard.  Yardman  Sweeney,  who 
is  senior  in  service  as  switchman  to  Yardman  Huff,  was  working 
regularly  as  helper  on  day  shift  between  the  hours  of  8 a.  m.  ancl 
4 p.  m.,  while  the  latter  held  a position  as  foreman  on  the  shift 
working  between  4 p.  m.  and  midnight,  because  of  the  fact  that 
Yardman  Sweeney  exercised  his  seniority  to  the  position  of  helper 
on  the  day  engine  rather  than  work  nights  as  foreman.  Yardman 
Sweeney  has  also  repeatedly  declined  to  accept  wmrk  as  yardmaster 
or  assistant  yardmaster  when  such  service  involved  night  work  or 
in  the  event  that  it  might  involve  loss  of  time  changing  from  his 
position  as  switchman  to  that  of  yardmaster. 

Yardman  Huff,  on  the  other  hand,  accepted  work  as  yardmaster 
or  assistant  yardmaster  at  any  time  there  were  vacancies  in  these 
positions  regardless  of  whether  it  involved  day  or  night  work,  and 
for  that  reason  the  local  officers  felt  that  he  was  entitled  to  this 
work  whenever  vacancies  occurred. 

On  Sunday,  November  7,  there  was  a temporary  vacancy  as  as- 
sistant yardmaster  between  the  hours  of  8 a.  m.  and  7 p.  m.  and 
Yardman  Huff  in  line  with  past  practices  was  used  to  fill  this 
vacancy.  The  day  shift  on  which  Yardman  Sweeney  was  working 
regularly  as  helper  was  not  assigned  to  work  Sunday,  November 
7,  and  on  account  of  using  Yardman  Huff  as  assistant  yardmaster 
on  the  date  mentioned  Yardman  Sweeney  presented  claim  for  eight 
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hours’  pay,  based  on  paragraph  (/),  rule  14,  Article  IV,  of  the  train 
and  yardmen’s  schedule,  quoted  in  the  joint  statement  of  facts. 

The  management  does  not  question  the  right  of  Yardman  Sweeney 
to  select  a position  as  day  helper  in  preference  to  a position  as  niglit 
foreman,  and  by  reason  of  doing  so  he  does  not  forfeit  his  right  to 
a position  as  foreman  in  the  event  a vacancy  occurs  in  the  position 
of  day  foreman  or  night  foreman,  as  the  case  may  be,  which  is  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  (&),  rule  14,  reading  as  follows: 

The  right  to  preference  of  work  and  promotion  will  be  governed  by  seniority 
in  service. 

The  above  rule  applies  to  yardmen  and  to  their  seniority  rights 
to  service  as  between  shifts  and  to  the  position  of  foreman,  but  the 
fact  is  not  disputed  that  this  rule  is  not  applicable  to  filling  vacancies 
as  yardmaster  or  assistant  yardmaster. 

The  trainmen’s  organization  has  no  jurisdiction  in  matters  per- 
taining to  yardmasters,  excepting  that  yardmen  are  entitled  to  con- 
sideration in  the  appointment  of  yardmasters  or  assistant  yard- 
masters  as  provided  in  paragraph  (/),  rule  14,  referred  to,  and 
under  the  application  of  tliis  rule  yardmen  filling  these  positions 
have  not  been  permitted  to  exercise  their  choice  as  between  taking 
a day  position  or  a night  position.  Yardman  Huff  was  willing  to 
accept  night  work  as  yardmaster  and  accepted  these  positions  as 
they  were  offered  him,  and  it  is  only  reasonable  to  expect  that  he 
would  be  entitled  to  any  temporary  service  in  day  positions  as  yard- 
master  in  preference  to  Yardman  Sween«y,  who  has  repeatedly  de- 
clined to  take  any  yardmasters’  positions  involving  night  work. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  management,  if  yardmen  desire  to  fill  posi- 
tions as  assistant  yardmaster  or  yardmaster,  that  they  must  take 
these  positions  as  they  occur,  regardless  of  whether  it  involves  day 
or  night  work,  and  if  they  decline  these  positions  they  should  not  be 
permitted  later  to  displace  junior  yardmen  who  do  elect  to  take  them, 
nor  should  they  be  given  preference  in  filling  a permanent  position 
as  yardmaster  or  assistant  yardmaster  ahead  of  yardmen  who  were 
willing  to  accept  temporary  work  regardless  of  whether  it  involved 
day  or  night  work.  There  is  no  rule  in  the  yardmen’s  schedule  which 
extends  to  yardmen  the  privilege  of  exercising  their  choice  between 
a day  or  night  position  as  yardmaster  or  assistant  yardmaster  to  the 
detriment  of  other  yardmen  who  do  accept  these  vacancies  as  they 
occur,  and  the  trainmen  in  their  contention  are  attempting  to  place 
a new  construction  on  paragraph  (/),  rule  14,  which  is  not  in  any 
manner  in  accordance  with  the  past  method  of  handling  this  matter 
in  accordance  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  rule. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  management  that  there  is  no  rule  in  the 
train  and  yardmen’s  schedule  which  would  support  the  contention 
of  the  yardmen  in  the  case  of  Yardman  KSweeney,  and  that  the  latter 
is  not  entitled  to  the  compensation  claimed. 

Decision, — Position  of  company  is  sustained. 


APPENDIX. 


695 


DECISION  NO.  30.— CASE  39. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  2,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  (Coast  Lines). 

Claim  for  reinstatement  with  pay  for  all  time  lost  of  Switchman 
C.  H.  Hamilton,  San  Bernardino  yard,  Los  Angeles  Division. 

Position  of  committees. — February  24,  1921,  Local  Chairman 
E.  G.  Evans,  representing  the  Los  Angeles  Division  of  the  Atchison, 
Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  (Coast  Lines) , wrote  Superintendent 
R.  H.  Tuttle  requesting  copy  of  investigation  papers  in  connection 
with  dismissal  of  Switchman  C.  H.  Hamilton  February  11,  1921. 
With  his  letter  of  February  25,  1921,  Superintendent  Tuttle  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Division  of  the  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
Co.  (Coast  Lines),  forwarded  copies  of  the  investigation  papers 
as  requested;  the  letter  indicating  that  Yardman  Hamilton  was  dis- 
charged for  two  specific  cases  which  have  been  investigated. 

The  organizations  contend  that  the  responsibility  for  this  accident 
rests  with  Engine  Foreman  Sommerville  and  not  with  Switchman 
Hamilton,  for  the  reason  that  the  foreman  should  have  known  before 
cutting  the  second  cut  of  cars  that  the  first  cut  were  into  clear  and 
made  secure,  because  the  distance  of  clearance  was  not  sufficient  for 
Hamilton  or  any  other  yardman  to  have  stopped  this  car  before  the 
collision  occurred.  Further,  that  the  engine  foreman  violated  every 
rule  of  safety  and  was  working  without  regard  to  the  safety  of  his 
fellow  employees  and  performing  the  work  in  a manner  that  could 
but  result  in  damage  to  equipment.  The  organizations  further  con- 
tend Switchman  Hamilton  was  in  no  wise  responsible  for  this  acci- 
dent and  that  it  should  in  no  manner  be  used  against  him. 

Referring  to  the  second  accident,  6.30  p.  m.,  February  10,  1921,  in 
which  cut  of  cars  attached  to  yard  engine  No.  996  collided  with  road 
helper  engine  No.  1984,  west  end  San  Bernardino  yard.  The  investi- 
gation papers  clearly  establish  the  fact  that  no  signal  was  given  within 
the  range  of  vision  of  Engineer  Mack  on  switch  engine  No.  996,  and 
that  in  attempting  to  place  the  responsibility  of  this  collision  o!n 
Switchman  Hamilton  the  railway  officials  have  assumed  without 
reason  or  evidence  to  support  such  assumption  that  Hamilton  was 
responsible.  The  organizations  therefore  contend  that  Mr.  Hamil- 
ton was  in  nowise  responsible  and  that  this  accident  should  not  be 
charged  against  him.  In  conclusion  the  organizations  contend  that 
Mr.  Hamilton  has  been  unjustly  and  without  sufficient  reason  dis- 
charged from  the  service  of  the  Santa  Fe  Railway  Coast  Lines,  and 
should  be  returned  to  service  with  rights  unimpaired  and  be  paid  for 
all  time  lost  from  date  of  dismissal  until  date  he  has  been  returned 
to  service. 

Position  of  management. — Switchman  Hamilton  had  become  in- 
different in  his  work  and  this,  coupled  with  his  responsibility  for 
accidents  in  San  Bernardino  yard  on  January  27,  1921,  and  February 
10,  1921,  justified  his  dismissal. 

Decision. — Claim  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  31.— CASE  64. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v,  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  and 

Panhandle  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co. 

Question  as  to  the  application  of  increases  granted  by  Decision 
No.  2 of  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  in  passenger  service- 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Attention  is  directed  to  Article  II,  para- 
graph (m) , of  the  engineers’  schedule  in  effect  on  May  1,  1920,  and 
to  Article  III,  paragraph  {1)  of  the  firemen’s  schedule  in  effect 
on  May  1,  1920. 

Position  of  committees . — It  is  the  contention  of  the  committees 
that  as  this  rate  of  79 J cents  and  55  cents  was  increased  by  wage 
orders  handed  down  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Rail- 
road Administration,  the  rate  being  originally  based  on  the  pay 
for  an  hour’s  service  at  passenger  rates  then  in  effect;  that  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  3,  Article  XIII  of  Decision  No.  2 of  the  United 
States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  the  increase  granted  to  engineers  and 
firemen  in  passenger  service  per  hour  should  apply  to  this  service, 
increasing  the  rate  from  79 J to  95 J cents  per  hour,  and  for  firemen 
from  55  to  71  cents  per  hour. 

Position  of  management. — The  Kansas  City-Argentine  back-up 
rate  was,  prior  to  the  Chicago  award,  55  cents  for  engineers  and  33 
cents  for  firemen,  these  rates  being  one-eighth  of  the  respective  en- 
gineers’ and  firemen’s  passenger  rates  of  $4.40  and  $2.65  per  hundred. 
These  rates  were  not  changed  by  the  1915  Chic^o  award,  nor  in 
the  application  of  the  eight-hour  day,  but  under  General  Order  No. 
27  were  increased  on  the  basis  of  section  (6),  Article  II  thereof, 
to  69.25  cents  and  46.75  cents  per  hour,  respectively.  Under  Supple- 
ment No.  15,  these  rates  were  increased  to  79.25  cents  and  55  cents, 
respectively,  on  the  basis  of  the  increases  granted  by  that  supple- 
ment to  the  various  classes  of  passenger  power  running  into 
the  Kansas  City  Union  Depot.  It  is  these  rates  which  are  not 
a prorate  of  any  passenger  rate  which  the  committees  are  requesting 
be  increased  the  amount  of  one-fifth  of  the  increase  per  day  granted 
by  section  1,  Article  VI,  of  Decision  No.  2 covering  passenger  service. 

In  view  of  the  section  last-above  cited  providing  only  for  an 
addition  to  passenger  mileage  or  daily  rates,  and  the  further  fact 
that  there  is  no  authority  in  Decision  No.  2 for  increasing  other  rates 
which  are  in  fact  arbitraries,  the  management  has  not  felt  authorized 
to  accede  to  the  contention  of  the  committees  and  has  consequently 
continued  to  pay  the  rates  appearing  in  the  rules  as  referred  to 
in  the  joint  statement  of  facts. 

Decision.. — The  Board  decides  that  in  accordance  with  Article  VI 
and  Article  XIII,  section  3 of  Decision  No.  2 of  the  United  States 
Railroad  Labor  Board,  10  cents  per  hour  shall  be  added  to  the  rates  in 
effect  in  this  class  of  service  retroactive  to  the  effective  date  of 
Decision  No.  2,  subject  to  reductions  contained  in' Decision  No.  147. 
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DECISION  NO.  32.— CASE  65. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  5,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  and 

Panhandle  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co. 

Question  as  to  the  application  of  Decision  Xo.  2 of  the  United 
States  -Railroad  Labor  Board  relative  to  rates  of  pay  for  engineers 
and  firemen  attending  lawsuits  or  performing  similar  service  for  the 
company. 

Joi7it  statement  of  facts. — Attention  is  directed  to  Article  XXVII, 
paragraph  (a) , of  the  engineers’  schedule  in  effect  on  1, 1920,  and 
to  Article  IX,  paragraph  (d),  of  the  firemen’s  schedule  in  effect  on 
-May  1,  1920, 

Position  of  committees. — It  is  the  contention  of  the  committees 
that  as  these  rates  have  been  increased  under  authority  of  the  United 
States  Railroad  Administration,  and  as  they  were  originally  estab- 
lished in  order  that  men  called  for  this  service  might  be  fully  reim- 
bursed for  all  time  lost — this  being  based  upon  road  rate  in  effect 
on  the  different  territories — that  they  should  be  increased  to  the 
same  extent  that  freight  rates  have  been  increased  under  the  United 
States  Railroad  Labor  Board’s  Decision  No.  2. 

Position  of  management. — Attending  court  carried  a rate,  prior  to 
the  Chicago  award  and  until  the  application  of  General  Order  No. 
27,  of  $5.05  for  engineers  and  $3.15  for  firemen  east  of  La  Junta, 
while  west  of  La  Junta  the  rate  was  $5.55  for  engineers  and  $3.65 
for  firemen.  Under  General  Order  No.  27,  as  these  were  strictly 
daily  rates,  they  were  increased  under  section  B,  Article  II  thereof, 
to  $6.09  for  engineers  and  $1.11  for  firemen  east  of  La  Junta,  and 
$6.51  for  engineers  and  $4.90  for  firemen  west  of  La  Junta.  In 
applying  Supplement  No.  15  the  different  classes  of  engines  on  the 
two  territories  were  considered  and  the  average  increase  granted 
such  engines  arrived  at,  resulting  in  an  increase  to  the  rate  for 
attending  court  of  43  cents  for  engineers  and  21  cents  for  firemen 
per  day  east  of  La  Junta,  and  42  cents  for  engineers  and  21  cents 
for  firemen  per  day  west  of  La  Junta. 

There  appears  in  Decision  No.  2 no  authority  for  increasing  rates 
other  than  service  rates,  and  as  the  rates  for  attending  court  are 
arbitrary  amounts  arbitrarily^  arrived  at  from  time  to  time,  the  man- 
agement has  not  considered  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  United 
States  Railroad  Labor  Board  to  authorize  the  application  of  any  of 
the  increases  granted  in  Article  VI  of  Decision  No.  2,  either  in 
sections  1,  2,  3,  or  4,  to  the  court  rate.  Certainly  there  appears  no 
reason  for  applying  the  increase  granted  in  rates  for  freight  service, 
as  court  service  bears  no  more  relation  to  this  class  of  service  than 
to  any  other  of  the  classes  covered  by  Article  VI.  For  these  reasons 
the  management  has  not  acceded  to  the  request  of  the  committees, 
but  instead  has  continued  to  apply  the  rates  appearing  in  the  sched- 
ule rules  referred  to  in  the. joint  statement  of  facts. 

Decision. — Position  of  employees  sustained. 
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DECISION  NO.  33.— CASE  46. 

Chicago,  III,,  December  12,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Claim  of  Engineer  Smith  and  Fireman  Gritten  for  continuous  time 
account  of  being  tied  up  at  Tintic  before  the  expiration  of  14  hours. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — This  company  formerly  had  two  local 
freight  cre¥/s  assigned  between  Salt  Lake  and  Tintic,  distance  85 
miles,  and  one  crew  assigned  to  switching  service  on  the  Tintic  sub- 
division which  served  several  mines  in  an  aggregate  mileage  of  12 
miles. 

Owing  to  a slump  in  business  these  local  assigned  crews  and  the 
switching  crew  on  the  Tintic  subdivision  were  discontinued  an.d  pool 
freight  crews  assigned  to  the  sixth  subdivision  between  Salt  Lake  and 
Lynndyl  were  occasionally  called  to  perform  local  work  between 
Salt  Lake  and  Tintic,  tying  up  at  Tintic,  the  next  morning  doing  the 
necessary  work  on  Tintic  district,  then  performing  the  work  Tintic 
to  Salt  Lake. 

Engineer  Smith  and  Fireman  Gritten,  regularly  assigned  sixth 
district  pool  crew,  were  called  in  turn  at  10  a.  m,  June  2 for  the  Tintic 
local  and  tied  up  at  Tintic  at  10.15  p.  m.  June  3;  crew  was  called  on 
duty  at  6.45  a.  m.  to  do  the  work  on  the  Tintic  district  and  run  to 
Salt  Lake. 

Claim  was  made  for  continuous  time  from  the  time  crew  reported 
for  duty  at  10  a.  m.  June  2 at  Salt  Lake,  until  they  returned  to  Salt 
Lake  June  3,  account  being  tied  up  at  Tintic  in  less  than  14  hours. 
Claim  was  denied  and  crew  was  paid  miles  or  hours,  whichever  was 
the  gTeater,  for  the  trip  Salt  Lake  to  Tintic  on  the  2d,  and  miles  or 
hours,  whichever  was  the  greater,  from  time  called  on  duty  at  Tintic 
until  relieved  at  Salt  Lake  on  the  3d. 

Position  of  committees. — Engineer  Smith  and  Fireman  Gritten, 
regularly  assigned  pool  crew,  were  called  at  Salt  Lake  for  the  local 
June  2 for  10  a.  m.  and  tied  up  at  Tintic,  an  intermediate  point  on  the 
sixth  district,  at  10.15  p.  m.  and  were  called  on  duty  6.45  a.  m.  June 
3 and  required  to  perform  work  on  the  Tintic  subdivision  and  were 
then  run  back  to  Salt  Lake,  arriving  at  7.15  p.  m. 

Claim  was  made  for  100  miles  (which  was  in  error)  for  work  per- 
formed on  the  Tintic  subdivision  under  article  15,  zone  rule,  and  the 
company  advised  in  part  as  follows : 

Tintic  is  not  a terminal  for  sixth  district  chain-gang  crews. 

July  23d  this  crew  was  again  called  for  the  local,  reporting  at  Salt 
Lake  at  7.30  a.  m.  and  tied  up  at  Tintic  at  6.35  p.  m.  Claim  was  made 
for  continuous  time  from  the  time  they  were  called  7.30  a.  m.  July  23 
until  they  returned  to  Salt  Lake  6.35  p.  m.  July  24.  The  company 
replied  in  part  as  follows : 

Claim  is  returned  herewith,  not  allowed,  for  the  reason  this  crew  was  called 
for  the  local  to  tie  up  at  Tintic. 

Tintic  is  33  miles  from  Lynndyl.  Lynndyl  is  the  away-from-home 
terminal  for  pooled  crews  assigned  on  the  sixth  and  Provo  subdivi- 
sions (see  article  21  of  schedule  November  1,  1920),  and  is  about 
1 hour  and  10  minutes’  run  from  Tintic. 
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Article  32  of  schedule  provides  payment  for  crews  when  tied  up  at 
points  other  than  the  designated  terminals.  Committees  contend  tliis 
crew  is  entitled  to  continuous  time  under  schedule  provisions  above 
mentioned,  and  request  that  a check-back  be  made  from  date  regular 
assigned  local  was  discontinued  and  parallel  cases  be  paid.  The 
committee  believes  Railway  Board  of  Adjustment  No.  1,  Case  2365, 
clearly  covers  this  case. 

Position  of  management, — Between  Salt  Lake  and  Tintic,  distance 
85  miles,  this  company  formerly  had  two  local  freight  crews  as- 
signed. In  this  territory  there  were  several  mines  and  smelters 
which  provided  practically  all  the  work  for  these  crews.  There  was 
also  one  switch  crew  assigned  to  the  Tintic  subdivision,  known  as 
the  Eureka  Hill  switch  crew.  This  district  consists  of  wRat  would 
be  commonly  classed  as  three  spurs — one  running  to  Silver  City, 
2.3  miles ; one  to  Eureka,  6.7  miles ; and  the  other  to  IVIammoth,  3.T 
miles;  all  of  which  served  mines  or  smelters.  In  the  latter  part  of 
May  practically  all  of  these  mines  and  smelters  closed  down  and  all 
the  local  business  could  be  handled  by  one  crew  making  two  or  three 
trips  per  week,  but  not  sufficient  for  one  regular  assignment,  .and 
when  necessary  to  protect  the  business  a pool  crew  was  called,  as 
noted  in  statement  of  facts,  at  Salt  Lake  for  Tintic  local  tying  up 
at  Tintic,  being  called  to  do  work  on  the  Tintic  district  next  morn- 
ing and  go  to  Salt  Lake. 

All  of  the  Tintic  district  is  in  the  switching  limits  of  Tintic,  and 
crews  operate  the  same  as  in  other  yards,  without  train  orders.  The 
management  contends  that  it  is  proper  under  these  conditions  to 
pay  miles  or  hours,  whichever  the  greater,  with  minimum  of  one 
day.  Salt  Lake  to  Tintic,  and  the  same  for  the  return  trip,  Tintic  to 
Salt  Lake,  and  can  not  see  any  justification  for  claim  for  continuous 
time,  as  Tintic  was  the  terminal  of  the  run  called  for.  The  business 
has  now  slightly  increased  and  one  crew  has  been  assigned  to  do  the 
work. 

Decision. — The  Board  can  not  sustain  the  contention  of  the  com- 
pany that  it  is  permissible  to  tie  up  a pool  crew  at  an  intermediate 
point  and  consider  that  such  point  becomes  a terminal  for  that  occa- 
sion for  that  particular  crew.  On  the  other  hand,  if  there  are  valid 
operating  reasons  why  Tintic  should  receive  special  consideration, 
a rule  should  be  negotiated  which  will  not  work  a hardship  on  either 
the  company  or  the  employees. 

The  claim  of  the  committee  in  this  case  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  34.— CASE  48. 

Chicaffo,  III.,  December  12,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Question  as  to  method  of  making  reductions  or  increases  in  as- 
signments as  to  mileage  limitations  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Chicago  joint  agreement  between  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive 
Engineers  and  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Engine- 
men  and  as  incorporated  in  Article  XLIII  of  the  firemen’s  agree- 
ment effective  November  1,  1920. 
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Joint  statement  of  facts. — During  the  last  half  of  July  assigned 
helper  crews  at  Kelso  made  slightly  in  excess  of  the  maximum  mile- 
age as  provided  in  section  4,  Article  XLIII,  of  the  firemen’s  agree- 
ment. On  August  3 one  crew  was  taken  from  the  assignment.  The 
committee  entered  a protest  and  requested  that  the  crew  be  restored 
and  paid  for  time  off,  claiming  that  the  mileage  made  during  the 
last  half  of  July  did  not  justify  the  reduction.  The  management 
had  a check  of  the  mileage  made  by  the  three  crews  that  remained 
in  the  assignment  for  the  first  six  days  of  August;  this  check  de- 
termined that  if  the  same  average  was  carried  out  for  the  entire 
month  the  three  crews  would  average  in  the  neighborhood  of  3,221 
miles  for  the  month.  The  request  of  the  committee  that  the  addi- 
tional crew  be  restored  to  the  assignment  was  denied. 

Position  of  committees. — The  mileage  limitation  of  the  Chicago 
joint  agreement  has  been  incorporated  in  the  enginemen’s  schedule 
on  this  road  for  more  than  six  years;  however,  in  helper  service 
we  had  a rule  guaranteeing  100  miles  on  dates  on  which  no  service 
was  begun,  and  for  this  reason  it  was  agreed  that  crews  would  not 
be  assigned  to  helper  service  under  the  mileage  agreement  if  such 
assignments  resulted  in  payments  for  dead  days,  but  assigned  men 
would  lay  off  when  maximum  mileage  was  made. 

We  had  also  a strictly  first-in-first-out  rule  in  helper  service,  which 
was  very  burdensome  to  the  company  on  account  of  the  big  majority 
of  the  helper  trips  being  between  34  and  60  miles,  and  the  com- 
pany requested  that  we  write  a new  helper  rule.  A new  helper 
rule  was  agreed  to  with  the  exception  of  rate  of  pay,  which  was 
referred  to  the  Labor  Board,  the  committee  taking  the  position 
they  should  receive  a cliff erei  ^ ‘ ^ ‘ ''  the  first-in-first- 


came  effective  April  1,  1921. 

The  new  rule  provided  that  enginemen  in  helper  service  would  be 
assigned  in  accordance  with  Article  XLIII  of  the  firemen’s  agree- 
ment, which  provides  that  no  reduction  will  be  made  so  long  as 
those  in  assigned  pool  or  chain-gang  freight  or  other  service  paying 
freight  rates  are  averaging  the  equivalent  of  3,200  miles  per  month. 
Article  VII  of  agreement  provides  freight  rates  for  helper  service, 
and  Article  XLIV  reads  as  follows : 

A mileage  check  will  be  furnished  to  the  local  chairman  by  the  company 
twice  a month,  as  soon  as  possible  after  the  1st  and  15th  of  each  month. 

The  committee  holds  that  in  making  reductions  or  increases  in 
assignments  the  total  mileage  made  in  the  class  of  service  for  a 
certain  period  prior  to  a certain  date  should  be  considered  and  not 
the  anticipated  mileage  in  advance  of  a certain  date,  as  was  done 
by  the  company  in  the  case  at  issue.  It  is  a well-established  prac- 
tice to  assign  crews  in  accordance  with  mileage  check  furnished  by 
the  company.  Article  XXXIII  provides  payment  when  firemen 
are  held  off  their  run  through  no  fault  of  their  own.  Committee 
contends  crew  should  be  restored  and  enginemen  paid  for  day  lost 
exercising  their  seniority. 

Position  of  mcmagement. — There  were  four  engine  crews  as- 
signed in  helper  service  at  Kelso,  Calif.,  helping  all  trains  for  19 
miles  east  from  that  point  and  helping  all  fruit  or  important  freight 
trains  from  Sands,  18  miles  west  of  Kelso,  On  August  3 it  was 


out  rule.  This  was  denied 


agreed  rule  be- 
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decided  to  discontinue  helping  freight  trains,  from  Sands,  and 
the  management  figured  that  with  this  work  taken  from  the  helper 
service,  and  the  further  fact  that  there  was  a decrease  in  business, 
that  three  crews  would  be  sufficient  to  handle  the  helper  service 
at  that  point,  and  pulled  off  one  crew.  The  committee  protested 
and  requested  the  crew  be  restored  on  the  ground  that  for  the  last 
half  of  July  assigned  helper  crews  had  made  slightly  in  excess  of 
the  maximum  mileage  as  provided  in  Article  XLIII  of  firemen’s 
agreement,  section  4 of  which  reads  as  follows: 

111  the  regulation  of  passenger  or  other  assigned  service,  sufficient  men 
will  be  assigned  to  keep  the  mileage  or  equivalent  thereof  within  the  limita- 
tions of  4,000  and  4,800  miles  for  passenger  service  and  3,200  and  3,800  miles  for 
other  regular  services,  as  provided  herein.  If,  in  any  service,  additional  as- 
signments would  reduce  earnings  below  those  limits,  regulation  will  be  effected 
by  requiring  the  regular  assigned  man  or  men  to  lay  off  when  the  equiva- 
lent of  4,800  miles  in  passenger  or  3.800  miles  in  other  regular  service  has 
been  reached. 

Section  13  of  helper  rules  effective  April  1,  1921,  reads  as  follows: 

In  making  additions  or  reductions  in  the  number  of  crews  assigned  to 
helper  service  exclusively.  Article  XLIII,  firemen’s  schedule,  shall  govern. 

The  management,  to  determine  whether  the  committee’s  request 
for  restoration  of  the  crew  was  justified,  made  a check  of  the  mileage 
made  for  the  first  6 days  of  August,  which  check  developed  that 
if  same  ratio  was  maintained  for  the  month  the  three  crews  would 
average  3,221  miles  for  the  month.  It  developed,  however,  that  the 
pay  mileage  at  Kelso  for  August  totaled  11,022,  or  an  average  of 
3,674  miles  for  each  of  the  three  creAvs  assigned,  which  maintained 
the  mileage  within  the  limits  of  3,200  to  3,800  miles,  as  provided  in 
section  4,  Article  XLIII,  of  firemen’s  schedule  above  referred  to, 
and  sustained  the  position  of  the  management  that  only  three  crews 
were  necessary,  as  with  four  crews  assigned  for  the  month  of  August 
it  would  have  reduced  the  aA^erage  per  creAV  to  2,755  miles,  or  445 
miles  below  the  minimum  of  3,200  miles.  Further,  to  ha\^e  granted 
the  committee’s  request  would  haAX  caused  the  payment  of  100 
miles  for  several  days,  for  which  the  company  would  receive  no 
serAuce,  as  the  helper  rules  provide  a guaranty  of  100  miles  on 
each  date  on  which  no  service  has  commenced,  in  section  7,  which 
reads  as  follows: 

Enginemen  assigned  to  helper  service  exclusively  shall  be  allowed  a minimum 
of  100  miles  at  the  rate  applying  on  locomotive  on  which  last  used  for  each 
calendar  day  on  which  no  service  was  begun;  enginemen  booking  for  rest 
on  any  date  on  which  no  service  was  begun,  and  rest  covers  a period  be- 
yond 10.80  p.  m.,  this  section  shall  not  apply. 

Decision. — Claim  denied. 

DECISION  NO.  35.— CASE  49. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  12,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Request  that  C.  M.  Deering  be  restored  to  the  position  as  hostler 
at  Kelso,  Calif. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Kelso,  Calif.,  is  a terminal  for  creAvs  in 
helper  serAuce.  There  is  also  a local  freight  engine  tied  up  at  that 
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point  three  nights  during  the  week.  C.  M.  Deering  was  employed  at 
that  point  as  hostler,  working  one  shift  of  8 hoiu-s;  for  the  balance  of 
the  24-hour  period  engines  were  handled  by  roundhouse  foreman. 
On  March  2 the  hostler’s  position  was  discontinued,  the  foreman 
being  required  to  handle  all  the  engines  at  that  point.  The  com- 
mittee is  now  requesting  that  Mr.  Deering  be  restored  to  the  position 
as  hostler  and  that  he  be  given  the  outside  hostler’s  rate  of  pay  on 
days  that  he  is  required  to  turn  engines  on  the  wye  at  that  point. 

The  company  denied  the  claim  for  restoring  the  hostler’s  position 
on  the  ground  that  there  is  not  sufficient  work  connected  with  the 
handling  of  engines  at  that  point  to  justify  the  position  of  a hostler. 
At  the  present  time  there  are  only  tliree  regular  helper  engines  as- 
signed at  that  point  and  local  engine  which  lays  over  three  nights  a 
week,  and  for  the  last  six  months  there  has  been  an  average  of  seven 
engines  handled  for  each  24-hour  period. 

Position  of  committees. — Until  a short  time  after  the  effective  date 
of  the  Adamson  law,  a hostler  whose  working  hours  were  6 p.  m.  to 
6 a.  m.  had  been  employed  at  Kelso  for  12  or  15  years,  when  the  po- 
sition was  reclassified  to  night  foreman  and  an  eight-hour  daylight 
hostling  position  v\^as  established.  C.  M.  Deering  held  said  position 
until  March  2,  1921,  when  it  was  abolished  and  foreman  required  to 
perform  hostler’s  work.  There  were  never  more  than  four  helper 
engines,  and  a local  freight  engine  three  nights  per  week,  assigned 
at  this  point,  all  of  which  were  assigned  when  the  position  was 
abolished,  and  at  times  subsequent  to  the  establishment  of  helper  serv- 
ice only  two  helper  engines  and  a local  engine  were  assigned  to  tie 
up  at  this  point. 

Owing  to  the  fact  that  there  never  was  a larger  number  of  engines 
assigned  at  Kelso  than  there  was  when  the  position  of  hostler  was 
abolished,  it  is  conclusive  evidence  that  the  company  can  not  abolisli 
position  without  disregarding  Article  LIV  of  our  agreement.  Host- 
lers in  turning  engines  on  wye  are  required  to  use  the  main  line  for  a 
short  distance  when  back  track  is  blocked.  Committee  contends  that 
position  should  be  restored  and  outside  hostler  rate  allowed  when 
main  line  is  used,  in  accordance  with  section  1 of  Article  LIY  of 
agreement.  In  support  of  our  contention  we  respectfully  call  at- 
tention of  board  to  Decisions  1768,  1780^  1885,  1917,  2007,  and  27/144 
of  Kailway  Hoard  of  Adjustment  No.  1. 

Position  of  management. — There  is  no  schedule  provision  or  con- 
tract requiring  the  company  to  maintain  hostlers  at  any  point 
where  the  work  does  not  justify  such  position,  and  on  March  2,  1921, 
the  hostler’s  position  at  Kelso  was  discontinued.  As  it  is  necessary 
to  keep  a man  in  charge  both  day  and  night  to  see  to  the  making  of 
running  repairs  of  the  engines  at  that  point,  there  was  no  reason  why 
these  foremen  could  not  do  all  of  the  handling  of  engines,  and  it  has 
been  successfully  handled  since  March  2. 

Hostler  Deering  was  not  removed  from  the  service,  as  his  seniority 
as  a hostler  would  have  entitled  him  to  a position  at  some  other  point 
on  the  line,  but  on  his  own  request  he  was  given  the  position  of  ma- 
chinist’s helper  at  Kelso.  As  shown  in  the  statement  of  facts,  there 
are  only  three  assigned  helper  engines  at  that  point,  and  one  local 
engine  three  nights  per  week,  and  for  the  last  six  months  an  average 
of  only  seven  engines  handled  for  each  24-hour  period. 
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As  to  the  claim  for  outside  hostler’s  rate  of  pay : Layout  of  tracks 
at  Kelso  is  submitted  with  this  case  as  Exhibit  A.  Helper  crews  com- 
ing west  light  head  in  at  A,  run  to  B about  1,000  feet,  then  back  their 
engine  to  house  at  C;  when  called  to  help  trains  east,  helper  crew  take 
their  engine  from  near  oil  tank,  back  to  E and  take  full  tank  of  water 
before  coupling  on  to  train  to  be  helped.  About  all  the  moving  of 
engines  necessary  by  roundhouse  employees  is  to  back  engine  from 
house  at  C to  oil  tank  and  fill  tank  with  fuel  oil,  and  occasionally  turn 
the  local  engine  on  the  wye,  using  siding  1 or  2 ; when  siding  1 is  used 
the  main  track  at  A is  fouled,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  use  main 
track  switch. 

Decision. — With  the  understanding  that  the  hostling  service  per- 
formed was  less  than  25  per  cent  of  the  regular  assignment,  the 
request  of  the  committees  is  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  36.— CASE  32. 

Chicago,  111.,  December  13,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Engineer  Prall  and  Fireman  Larson,  Pasco  Division,  for 
additional  payment  of  50  minutes  for  time  consumed  rebrassing  car 
picked  up  en  route  and  filling  water  car  on  train  896,  June  7,  1920. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — The  previous  engineers’  and  firemen’s 
schedules,  dated  January  1,  1917,  contained  the  following  rule : 

Engineers  (firemen)  of  trains  required  to  do  work  not  incident  to  trip  will 
be  paid  for  time  held  in  addition  to  time  or  miles  made  on  trip. 

Keference  is  made  to  Supplement  No.  24  to  General  Order  No.  27 
effective  December  1,  1919,  which  eliminated  this  rule,  and  payments 
for  this  service  Avere  not  made  subsequent  to  December  1,  1919.  There 
is  no  rule  in  the  engineers’  and  firemen’s  schedules  at  the  present  time 
which  provides  for  payments  of  this  character. 

Position  of  committees. — The  allowance  to  enginemen  for  addi- 
tional payment  for  the  time  consumed  in  rebrassing  cars  is  cot^ered 
in  rule  dated  September  14,  1911. 

With  regard  to  the  filling  of  water  barrels,  thawing  out  water 
spouts,  etc.,  prior  to  Supplement  No.  24  to  General  Order  No.  27 
engineers  and  firemen  Avere  allowed  additional  payment  for  Avork  of 
this  character.  In  revision  of  schedule  to  conform  to  the  provisions  of 
Supplement  No.  24  the  company  took  the  position  that  allowances  of 
this  character  were  eliminatecl  under  the  proAusions  of  Article  X. 
HoweA^er,  in  later  negotiations  with  the'  trainmen’s  committee,  the 
trainmen  were  permitted  to  retain  the  additional  alloAvance  for  work 
of  this  character.  Eule  18  reads  as  follows: 

( a ) Trainmen  required  to  chain  up  cars  set  out  by  other  trains  and/ or  rebrass 
or  repack  cars  set  out  by  other  trains  on  account  of  hot  boxes,  fill  water  barrels 
(except  to  give  water  to  section  houses  or  extra  gangs),  fill  water  cars  or  tanks, 
or  thaAA’’  out  Avater  tanks  will  be  paid  for  actual  time  so  consumed  in  addition 
to  time  or  miles  made  on  trip. 

(b)  Trainmen  required  to  load  or  unload  merchandise  at  Dilworth  will  be 
paid  for  time  consumed  in  addition  to  allowance  for  trip. 
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Under  date  of  February  15,  1921,  the  following  letter  covering  back- 
time  allowance  to  trainmen  for  time  consumed  in  rebrassing  cars  set 
out  by  other  trains  was  addressed  to  Mr.  Bishop,  general  trainmen's 
committee,  by  the  assistant  general  manager.  This  letter  reads  as 
follows : 

Replying  to  your  letter  of  December  22,  1920,  in  regard  to  back  payments 
due  brakemen  under  the  application  of  paragraph  (a)  rule  18,  Article  II  of 
the  trainmen’s  schedule,  for  rebrassing  cars  set  out  by  other  trains,  covering 
period  from  December  1,  1919,  until  the  effective  date  of  the  new  schedule. 
I have  taken  this  matb^r  up  with  all  concerned,  and  where  back  payments  due 
brakemen  under  the  application  of  this  rule  have  not  been  made  instructions 
have  been  issued  to  make  readjustments  as  promptly  as  possible.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  a record  has  been  kept  of  the  claims  made  by  brakemen 
for  time  rebrassing  or  repacking  cars  set  out  by  other  trains,  filling  water 
barrels,  etc.,  and  that  it  will  not  be  a difficult  matter  to  check  this  up  quickly, 
which  will  dispose  of  the  matter. 

It  is  the  contention  of  committees  that  the  company  has  recog- 
nized that  Supplement  No.  24  did  not  eliminate  the  allowance  pro- 
viding for  rebrassing  cars,  chaining  up  cars,  filling  water  barrels, 
etc.,  and  that  while  it  was  their  contention  during  negotiations  Avith 
the  engineers  and  firemen  that  this  allowance  was  discontinued  under 
Supplement  No.  24,  it  was  later  conceded  during  negotiations  with 
the  trainmen’s  and  conductors’  committee  that  allowances  of  this 
character  would  be  continued  and  that  they  Avere  not  eliminated. 

Therefore  AA^e  believe  that,  inasmuch  as  the  general  manager  had 
ruled  that  the  entire  crew  should  receive  additional  allowance  for 
work  of  this  character,  engineers  and  firemen  are  now  entitled  to 
the  same  consideration  as  conductors  and  brakemen  Avhere  this  addi- 
tional service  is  required.  The  company  has  contended  that  while 
Supplement  No.  24  Avould  eliminate  this  allowance  to  conductors 
and  trainmen,  the  schedule  for  conductors  and  trainmen  was  nego- 
tiated after  the  railroads  had  returned  to  private  control.  In  this 
connection  we  point  to  the  fact  that  the  schedules  for  engineers  and 
firemen  became  effective  April  1,  1920,  after  the  roads  were  returned 
to  priA^ate  control  and  to  the  further  fact  that  in  accordance  with 
the  letter  herein  quoted  trainmen  were  paid  this  additional  allow- 
ance from  December  1,  1919.  In  other  words,  this  allowance  was 
neA^er  discontinued  so  far  as  trainmen  and  conductors  were  con- 
cerned, although  the  company  took  the  position  that  all  alloAvances 
of  this  character  Avere  eliminated  in  so  far  as  the  engineers  and  fire- 
men were  concerned. 

Position  of  management. — There  is  no  rule  in  the  existing  engi- 
neers’ and  firemen’s  schedules  which  authorizes  additional  payments 
for  delays  at  points  en  route  on  account  of  filling  water  cars  or 
rebrassing  cars.  Prior  to  December  1,  1919,  the  effective  date  of 
Supplement  No.  24  to  General  Order  No.  27,  engineers  and  firemen, 
under  an  interpretation  of  the  rule  existing  in  the  schedules  at  that 
time  covering  nonincidental  payments,  as  quoted  in  the  joint  state- 
ment, were  allowed  additional  compensation  or,  in  other  words, 
double  time  for  time  consumed  rebrassing  cars  en  route  which  were 
set  out  by  preceding  trains  on  account  of  hot  boxes,  also  filling  Avater 
cars  or  water  barrels  at  stations  en  route. 

When  the  engineers’  and  firemen’s  schedules  were  revised  April 
1,  1920,  these  payments  were  eliminated  in  accordance  with  Article 
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X of  Supplement  No.  24  to  General  Order  No.  27.  At  that  time  no 
request  was  made  for  a rule  renewing  allowances  of  this  character, 
but  their  principal  argument  at  this  time  is  that  they  should  be 
allowed  additional  compensation  for  time  consumed  rebrassing  cars, 
filling  water  barrels  or  water  cars,  etc.,  for  the  reason  that  the  con- 
ductors and  trainmen  have  a rule  in  their  present  schedule  which, 
provides  for  such  payments.  The  conductors  and  trainmen,  prior 
to  the  effective  date  of  Supplement  No.  25  to  General  Order  No.  27, 
had  a similar  rule  to  the  one  quoted  in  the  joint  statement  of  facts 
covering  nonincidental  payments,  which  at  that  time  was  eliminated 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Article  X of  Supplement  No.  25. 
During  schedule  negotiations  with  the  conductors  and  trainmen 
they  submitted  request  for  a rule,  which  was  granted,  providing 
for  additional  compensation  for  time  consumed  rebrassing  cars  set 
out  by  other  trains,  filling  water  barrels,  etc.,  for  the  reason  that 
this  involved  additional  road  labor  on  the  part  of  the  train  crew. 

The  same  reasoning,  however,  would  not  apply  to  the  enginemen, 
as  they  are  not  called  upon  to  actually  perform  any  additional 
manual  labor  in  connection  wdth  this  service.  It  is  not  considered 
that  they  are  entitled  to  additional  compensation  for  time  consumed 
while  train  is  delayed  at  a certain  station  en  route  on  account  of 
rebrassing  a car  or  filling  water  barrels. 

The  representatives  of  the  engineers  and  firemen  have  agreed  in 
the  joint  statement  of  facts  that  they  have  no  rule  in  the  current  en- 
gineers’ and  firemen’s  schedules  which  provides  for  payment  of  this 
character;  consequently  the  claim  of  Engineer  Prall  and  Fireman 
Larson,  in  effect,  is  a request  for  a new  rule  and  is  a subject  for  nego- 
tiation during  schedule  revision.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  no  request 
was  made  for  a rule  of  this  kind  when  the  engineers’  and  firemen’s 
schedules  were  revised  April  1,  1920,  it  is  evident  their  executive  offi- 
cers, who  were  present  during  these  negotiations,  fully  understood 
that  the  provisions  of  Supplement  No.  24  to  General  Order  No.  27 
eliminated  such  payments. 

Section  17  of  the  memorandum  of  agreement,  covering  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment  for  the  Western 
Kegion,  reads  in  part  as  follows : 

All  disputes  arising  out  of  proposed  changes  in  rules,  working  conditions,  or 
rates  of  pay  are  specifically  excluded  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Board. 

It  is  the  management’s  understanding  from  the  above  that  this 
Board  has  been  established  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  disputes 
growing  out  of  personal  grievances  or  out  of  the  interpretation  or 
application  of  current  schedule  rule,  agreement,  or  practices  in  effect 
on  the  various  railroads,  and  that  it  is  beyond  the  Board’s  jurisdiction 
to  consider  disputes  involving  requests  for  a neAv  schedule  rule. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  management  that  Engineer  Prall  and 
Fireman  Larson  are  not  entitled  to  the  additional  compensation 
claimed. 

Decision. — This  is,  in  effect,  a request  that  this  Board  award  a new 
rule.  This  is  beyond  the  authority  of  the  Board,  and  the  case  is 
therefore  dismissed  for  lack  of  jurisdiction. 

99915°— 22 15 
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DECISION  NO.  37.— CASE  53. 

Chicago,  III.,  Deccmher  13,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Fireman  Griffith,  Pasco  Division,  for  continuous  time 
Toppenisli  to  Pasco  after  discontinuance  of  his  assignment  at  Top- 
penish.  May  8,  1920. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Fireman  Griffith  was  regularly  assigned 
to  local  trains  899  and  900  between  Pasco  and  Toppenish,  with  Pasco 
as  the  home  terminal.  On  May  8,  1920,  Fireman  Griffith  was  used 
on  regular  westbound  trip  on  train  899  from  Pasco  to  Toppenish, 
and  before  arriving  at  Toppenish  was  notified  that  the  run  would  be 
discontinued  on  account  of  changing  the  service  from  daily  to  tri- 
weekly. After  this  crew  completed  their  assignment  in  local  service 
between  Pasco  and  Toppenish  they  were  run  through  to  the  chain- 
gang  terminal,  the  engineer  through  to  Ellensburg  and  the  fireman 
to  Yakima,  to  be  used  eastbound  in  chain-gang  service. 

For  service  rendered  on  May  8 in  his  assignment  in  local  service, 
Fireman  Griffith  was  allowed  100  miles  and  1 hour  45  minutes’  over- 
time at  local  rates  from  Pasco  to  Toppenish,  and  for  the  trip  from 
Toppenish  to  Yakima,  19  miles,  was  allowed  100  miles  at  through 
freight  rates.  On  arrival  at  Yakima,  Fireman  Griffith  was  placed 
in  chain-gang  service,  and  on  May  9 was  allowed  100  miles  and  50 
minutes’  overtime  at  through  freight  rates  on  the  same  basis  as  other 
chain-gang  crews  v/ould  be  paid. 

Paragraph  (c),  rule  66,  firemen’s  schedule,  reads  as  follows: 

Firemen  entitled,  to  regular  engines  will  not  be  placed  on  the  extra  list  or 
held-away-from-home  terminals  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  payment  of 
deadhead  time. 

Under  paragraph  (c)  of  the  rule  quoted,  claim  is  made  that  Fire- 
man Griffith  is  entitled  to  continuous  time  from  Toppenish  to  Pasco 
after  discontinuance  of  the  regular  way  freight  assignment  at  Top- 
penish on  May  8,  the  contention  being  that  the  management  was  not 
privileged  to  run  Fireman  Griffith  to  Yakima  and  return  him  in 
chain-gang  service,  and  that  he  should  have  been  deadheaded  from 
Toppenish  to  Pasco. 

Position  of  committees. — The  committee  contends  that  under  the 
provisions  of  rule  66,  paragraph  (c),  of  the  firemen’s  schedule, 
quoted  in  the  joint  statement,  when  the  fireman’s  assignment  was  dis- 
continued at  Toppenish  on  May  8 he  should  have  been  returned  to 
Pasco,  the  home  terminal  of  the  division,  and  there  permitted  to  exer- 
cise his  seniority  to  other  service  instead  of  sending  him  to  Yakima,  a 
point  20  miles  beyond  Toppenish,  and  holding  him  there  12  hours  in 
order  that  he  might  fire  a chain-gang  engine  from  Yakima  to  Pasco, 
thereby  avoiding  the  necessity  of  deadheading  this  fireman  from  Top- 
penish to  Pasco,  or  returning  him  with  the  light  engine  from  Toppen- 
ish to  Pasco.  Fireman  Griffith  was  entitled  to  a regular  engine  at 
Pasco,  and  claim  is  made  for  the  payment  of  continuous  time  for  the 
time  held  at  Yakima  for  the  reason  that  the  rules  provide  that  firemen 
will  not  be  held  from  the  home  terminal  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding 
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payment  of  deadhead  time,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  any  emer- 
gency existed  which  would  require  that  Fireman  Griffith  should  be 
used  for  chain-gang  service  out  of  Yakima  at  this  particular  time. 

Position  of  management. — The  issue  in  this  case  involves  the  right 
of  the  company  to  use  assigned  crews  in  chain-gang  service  when  re- 
turning them  to  the  home  terminal  after  discontinuance  of  their 
regular  assignment. 

Fireman  Griffith  was  assigned  to  way- freight  service  between 
Pasco  and  Toppenish  and  upon  arrival  at  Toppenish  on  May  8 
the  crew  to  which  this  fireman  was  assigned  was  notified  that  the 
run  would  be  discontinued.  Owing  to  the  requirements  of  the 
service,  it  was  desired  to  use  this  crew  in  through-freight  service 
eastbound;  consequently  after  completing  their  way-freight  trip, 
they  were  run  through  to  the  terminal  for  chain-gang  crews,  which 
was  Yakima  for  Fireman  Griffith  and  Ellensburg  for  the  engineer. 

The  firemen’s  organization  are  taking  the  position  that  the  manage- 
ment was  not  permitted  to  do  this  and  that  this  crew  should  have 
been  returned  direct  from  Toppenish  to  Pasco,  so  that  Fireman 
Griffith  could  exercise  his  seniority  at  Pasco  to  other  service,  and 
because  this  was  not  done,  claim  is  made  for  continuous  time  under 
the  application  of  paragraph  (c),  rule  66,  contending  that  the  pro- 
visions of  this  paragraph  would  require  the  return  of  Fireman 
Griffith  to  Pasco  immediately  after  the  assignment  was  discontinued 
or  pay  him  continuous  time  from  the  time  run  Avas  discontinued  at 
Toppenish. 

The  management  could  not  agree  to  their  contention,  as  there  is 
nothing  contained  in  this  rule"  that  would  preAxnt  using  Fireman 
Griffith  in  chain-gang  service  when  returning  him  to  his  home 
terminal  after  having  completed  his  assignment  on  train  899  from 
Pasco  to  Toppenish,  nor  would  the  past  practice  of  handling  crews 
in  any  manner  support  their  contention.  The  rule  referred  to  pro- 
vides that  firemen  will  not  be  placed  on  the  extra  list  nor  held  away 
from  their  home  terminal  to  aA^oid  the  payment  of  deadhead  time. 
Fireman  Griffith  was  not  placed  on  the  extra  list  nor  Avas  he  held 
away  from  the  home  terminal  to  aA^oid  paying  him  deadhead  time, 
and  under  those  conditions  the  rule  can  not  be  considered  applicable 
in  this  instance.  Paragraph  (<?),  rule  66,  in  no  manner  supports 
the  claim,  which  is  being  made  in  this  instance,  for  continuous  time. 

Fireman  Griffith  was  allowed  100  miles  and  1 hour  and  15  minutes’ 
OA^ertime  at  local  rates  from  Pasco  to  Toppenish  for  the  trip  on 
No.  899,  May  8,  and  for  the  trip  from  Toppenish  to  Yakima,  distance 
19  miles,  he  was  alloAved  100  miles  at  though- freight  rates.  Fire- 
man Griffith  was  placed  in  chain-gang  service  and  took  his  turn 
out  with  other  chain-gang  firemen,  and  for  the  return  trip  in 
through- freight  service.  May  9,  from  Yakima  to  Pasco,  was  ailoAved 
100  miles  and  50  minutes’  overtime  at  through-freiglit  rates. 

If  the  contention  of  the  engineers  and  firemen  is  sustained,  it  Avill 
be  far-reaching  in  its  effect  and  would  result  in  unnecessary  expense 
to  the  railway  company.  It  often  accurs  in  cases  Avhere  crews  are- 
assigned  to  work-train  service  and  after  completing  this  assignment 
they  are  sent  from  the  intermediate  point  where  the  work  train 
was  located  to  the  distant  terminal  of  that  district  and  then  are 
returned  to  their  home-terminal  in  through-freight  service.  This 
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is  in  accordance  with  the  practice,  in  effect  for  many  years,  and  no 
subsequent  changes  have  been  made  in  the  rules  governing  which 
Avould  prevent  continuing  this  method  of  operation.  Under  their 
interpretation  of  the  rule,  it  avouIcI  be  necessary  to  deadhead  them 
to  their  home  terminal  immediately  upon  completion  of  their  assign- 
ment or  pay  them  continuous  time  until  their  arrival  at  the  home 
terminal. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  management  that  Fireman  Griffith  has 
been  properly  compensated  for  the  service  rendered  on  the  tAvo  dates 
mentioned  and  that  the  rule  referred  to  Avould  in  no  manner  support 
the  claim  of  Fireman  Griffith  for  continuous  time. 

Decision. — Claim  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  38.— CASE  55. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  IS,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Engineer  Graves  and  Fireman  Lewis,  Fargo  Division,  for 
an  additional  100  miles,  taking  engine  to  Dilworth  for  repairs,  June 
24,  1920. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Engineer  Graves  and  Fireman  LeAvis 
Avere  regularly  assigned  to  work-train  service  in  the  vicinity  of 
Lisbon,  tying  up  at  Lisbon  each  night  at  the  completion  of  the  day’s 
Avork.  On  the  date  in  question,  after  being  in  work-train  service  13 
hours,  they  were  ordered  to  take  their  engine  to  DiLvorth  for  repairs, 
and  Avere  not  released  from  duty  until  their  arrival  at  Dilworth 
10.30  p.  m.  June  24.  They  Avere  allowed  continuous  time  or  15 
hours  45  minutes  for  the  day’s  Avork  at  work-train  rates.  Claim  is 
made  for  13  hours  in  work-train  service  and  an  additional  100  miles 
for  taking  engine  to  Dilworth  for  repairs,  basing  their  contention  on 
the  application  of  paragraph  {a)^  rule  21,  reading  as  follows: 

In  all  classes  of  service  covered  by  rule  20,  100  miles  or  less,  8 hours  or 
less  (straightaway  or  turnaround)  shall  constitute  a day’s  work;  miles  in 
excess  of  100  will  be  paid  for  at  the  mileage  rates  provided,  according  to  class 
of  engine  or  other  power  used, 

and  that  rule  62,  covering  automatic  release  at  terminals,  AAdiich 
reads  as  follows,  applies  in  Avork-train  service  at  the  point  at  Avhich 
they  had  been  tied  up  on  previous  dates : 

Engineers  (firemen)  arriving  at  terminals  or  end  of  run  are  automatically 
releo  sed. 

Paragraph  {a),  rule  36  of  the  engineers’  and  firemen’s  schedules 
reads  as  follows : 

In  work  service,  the  allowance  will  be’on  a continuous  time  or  mileage  basis, 
Avithout  regard  to  arrival  and  departure  from  terminals  during  the  time  in 
such  service. 

Position  of  committees. — When  Engineer  Graves  and  Fireman 
Lewis  arrived  at  Lisbon  on  June  24,  1920,  at  the  completion  of  their 
day’s  work  and  train  crew  was  tied  up  at  that  point,  this  crew  had, 
to  all  intents  and  purposes,  completed  their  work-train  day.  The  trip 
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from  Lisbon  to  the  main-line  terminal  was  additional  service  for 
which  crew  should  be  paid  not  less  than  100  miles.  The  conductor  of 
the  work  train  was  used  as  a pilot  for  this  light-engine  movement 
from  Lisbon  to  the  main-line  terminal  for  which  service  he  was  paid 
100  miles.  Attention  is  directed  to  decisions  of  Adjustment  Board 
No.  1 on  case  247  and  case  1308,  where  apparently  the  same  principle 
is  involved. 

Position  of  nymagement. — Engineer  Graves  and  fireman,  assigned 
to  regular  wmrk-train  service  in  the  vicinity  of  Lisbon,  were  in  con- 
tinuous service  from  the  time  they  reported  for  duty  at  6.45  a.  m. 
June  24,  1920,  until  their  arrival  at  Dilworth  (division  terminal)  at 
10.30  p.  m.  The  facts  indicate  they  were  at  no  time  released  from 
duty  during  the  course  of  their  day’s  assignment  until  their  arrival 
at  Dilworth,  their  time  in  service  amounting  to  15  houre  45  minutes, 
for  which  they  were  allowed  continuous  time  (overtime  computed  at 
three-sixteenths  of  the  daily  rate)  at  work-train  rates  under  the  ap- 
plication of  paragraph  («:),  rule  36,  engineers  and  firemen’s  sched- 
ules, quoted  in  the  joint  statement. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  engineers  and  firemen  that  this  engine 
crew  had  performed  a full  day’s  service  in  work-train  service  upon 
arrival  at  Lisbon,  where  a part  of  the  train  crew  was  released  from 
duty,  and  they  entered  another  class  of  service  when  instructed  to 
take  their  engine  to  Dilworth  for  repairs,  claiming  that  this  should 
be  considered  as  commencing  a new  day.  In  support  of  their  conten- 
tion they  cite  paragraph  (<2)  , rule  21  and  rule  62  of  the  engineers  and 
firemen’s  schedules,  quoted  in  the  joint  statement.  It  is  the  conten- 
tion of  the  management  under  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (^z), 
rule  36,  which  is  applicable  to 'work-train  service,  that  rule  62,  cover- 
ing automatic  release  at  terminals  does  not  at  any  time  apply  during 
their  assignment  to  work-train  service,  and  it  can  not  be  considered 
that  this  crew  entered  another  class  of  service  as  they  were  not  re- 
leased from  duty  at  Lisbon,  and  the  trip  to  Dilworth  with  their  en- 
gine for  repairs  Avas  merely  a continuation  of  their  day’s  assignment 
in  work-train  service. 

The  contention  of  the  engineers  and  firemen  that  rule  62  is  appli- 
cable at  the  point  at  which  it  is  customary  to  tie  up  the  work-train 
crew  is  inconsistent  and  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  paragraph 
(<2),  rule  36,  referred  to,  which  provides  that  in  work-train-service 
crews  will  be  paid  on  a continuous  time  or  mileage  basis  without  re- 
gard to  arrival  and  departure  from  terminals  during  the  time  in  such 
service.  There  has  been  no  change  made  in  the  application  of  this 
rule,  although  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  Supplement  No.  24  to 
General  Order  No.  27,  engineers  and  firemen  in  work-train  service 
Avere  paid  on  a mileage  basis  to  and  from  the  terminal  and  point 
where  the  work  train  was  located,  and  on  a time  basis  after  entering 
work-train  serAuce,  but  this  method  of  paying  was  superseded  by  the 
provisions  of  Supplement  No.  24  in  the  granting  of  time  and  one- 
half  for  OA^ertime,  and  since  that  time  crews  in  work-train  service 
haA’e  been  paid  on  a continuous  time  or  mileage  basis  from  the  time 
of  commencing  service  until  released  from  duty. 

Paragraph  («.),  rule  21,  also  cited  by  the  engineers  and  firemen  in 
support  of  their  contention,  covers  the  basic  day  and  would  in  no 
manner  support  the  claim  of  Engineer  Graves  and  fireman  for  an 
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additional  100  miles.  It  is  the  position  of  the  management  that  para- 
graph (a),  rule  36,  is  applicable  at  all  times  in  work-train  service, 
which  has  been  strictly  complied  with  in  the  allowance  made  to  En- 
gineer Graves  and  fireman  for  the  service  performed  on  the  date  in 
question. 

Decision. — Claim  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  39.— CASE  56. 

CTiioago,  III.,  Decemher  13,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Engineer  Kennedy  and  fireman,  Lake  Superior  Division, 
for  continuous  time  account  of  being  tied  up  at  Brainerd  in  less  than 
14  hours  February  11,  1921. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — ^The  territory  from  Duluth  to  Staples  is 
known  as  the  second  district  of  the  Lake  Superior  Division.  Duluth 
is  the  division  terminal,  and  the  distance  from  Duluth  to  Staples 
is  147.5  miles.  The  distance  from  Duluth  to  Brainerd  is  118.2  miles. 
It  has  been  a well-established  practice  for  a great  many  years  when 
calling  chain-gang  crews  at  Duluth  to  notify  them  in  the  call  whether 
the  trip  is  from  Duluth  to  Staples  or  from  Duluth  to  Brainerd.  If 
a crew  is  called  for  a trip  from  Duluth  to  Brainerd  and  for  some- 
reason  is  afterwards  run  through  to  Staples,  the  crew  is  paid  an  addi- 
tional 100  miles  for  the  trip  from  Brainerd  to  Staples.  Engineer 
Kennedy  and  fireman  were  called  for  service  at  Duluth,  February  11, 
1921,  and  were  notified  in  the  call,  as  has  been  the  previous  practice, 
that  the  trip  on  the  date  in  question  would  terminate  at  Brainerd. 
Although  this  practice  has  been  in  effect  since  the  adoption  of  the 
hours-of-service  law  in  1908  and  no  claims  have  previously  been  pre- 
sented- the  representatives  of  the  engineers  and  firemen  are  now  claim- 
ing that  it  is  not  permissible  to  call  crews  and  operate  in  this  manner, 
and  claim  is  made  for  continuous  time  for  the  trip  on  February  11, 
1921,  from  the  time  called  for  service  at  Duluth  until  return  to  Du- 
luth, on  account  of  the  crew  being  tied  up  at  Brainerd  in  less  than 
14  hours.  It  is  the  contention  of  the  engineers  and  firemen  that  rule 
73,  reading  as  follows,  applies  at  Brainerd : 

Unless  provided  in  other  rules,  engineers  (firemen)  will  not  be  tied  up  between 
terminals  except  in  cases  of  delay  due  to  wrecks,  washouts  or  snow  blockades, 
when  they  will  be  paid  for  the  first  eight  hours  so  held  in  addition  to  the  time 
or  miles  made  that  day  and  for  each  succeeding  calendar  day  will  be  allowed 
not  less  than  100  miles. 

The  above  in  case  they  are  not  required  to  watch  or  care  for  engines ; if 
required  to  watch  or  care  for  engines,  allowance  will  be  under  the  provisions 
of  rule  104. 

Position  of  committees. — Engineer  Kennedy  and  fireman  were  as- 
signed to  chain-gang  service  between  Duluth  and  Staples;  on  Feb- 
ruary 11,  1921,  they  were  called  for  extra  west,  and  on  arriving  at 
Brainerd,  an  intermediate  point  between  Duluth  and  Staples,  they 
were  tied  up  after  being  on  duty  11  hours  and  45  minutes.  It  is  the 
contention  of  the  committees  that  rule  73  is  the  only  rule  that  permits 
tying  up  crews  between  terminals,  except  on  the  hours-of-service  law. 
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While  it  appears  from  the  correspondence  that  the  crew  was  notified 
before  leaving  Duluth  that  they  were  to  be  tied  up  at  Brainerd  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  rule  72  in  the  conductors  and  train- 
men’s schedule,  we  wish  to  call  your  attention  to  the  third  paragraph 
in  a letter  received  from  Mr.  Rapelje,  dated  June  6,  1921,  which  reads 
as  follows: 

While  it  is  true  we  have  no  schedule  rule  which  so  defines  this  service, 
it  is  a fact  we  do  not  tie  up  crews  at  Brainerd  indiscriminately,  as  they  know 
before  leaving  Duluth  on  each  trip  whether  they  are  to  be  tied  up  at  Brainerd 
or  run  through  to  Staples. 

The  quotation  above  referred  to  clearly  indicates  that  the  posi- 
tion taken  by  the  management  is  not  supported  by  any  rule  in  the 
contract  now  in  effect  and  held  by  the  engineers  and  firemen,  coupled 
with  the  further  fact  that  Exhibits  A,  B,  and  C,  which  cover  some 
correspondence  held  between  the  committees  and  the  management 
wherein  the  company  requested  the  committees  to  adopt  the  rule  now 
in  effect  between*  the  conductors  and  trainmen  and  the  railway  com- 
pany, and  for  reasons  as  outlined  in  Exhibit  B the  rule,  as  requested, 
was  not  acceptable.  The  claim  is  based  on  the  contract  now  in  effect, 
regardless  of  the  fact  that  some  of  the  employees  in  engine  service 
have  neglected  to  claim  time  for  being  tied  up  between  terminals, 
where  in  a great  many  instances  they  were  on  duty  to  exceed  11 
hours  on  reaching  Brainerd  and  were  tied  up  under  the  law.  We 
are  submitting  Exhibits  B and  E for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
position  taken  by  the  railway  company,  where  the  practice  for  an 
extended  period — covering  light  engine  movement  between  the  Union 
Depot  in  St.  Paul  and  the  "roundhouse  at  Mississippi  Street — the 
allowance  as  made  was  in  excess  of  the  schedule  rules  applying  and 
the  allowance  was  discontinued,  and  Exhibit  B makes  note  of  a state- 
ment by  Mr.  Nichols,  in  part  as  follows: 

* * * aud  simply  because  some  timekeeper  allowed  this  time  in  error  for 

an  indefinite  period  is  no  good  reason  for  continuing  this  improper  payment. 

We  also  desire  to  call  your  attention  to  the  third  paragraph  of 
Mr.  Kline’s  letter,  reading  as  follows : 

It  is  my  understanding  that  it  is  the  desire  of  the  committee,  as  well  as 
the  management,  to  have  the  schedule  rules  properly  applied,  as  claims  have 
been  frequently  presented  for  additional  compensation  in  cases  where  rules 
have  not  been  properly  applied  and  payments  made ; consequently,  if  there  is 
a rule  that  has  been  improperly  applied  and  where  the  men  have  been  over- 
paid, the  management  would  have  equal  right  to  insist  upon  compliance  with 
the  schedule  rules  governing,  regardless  of  the  length  of  time  such  rules  may 
have  been  improperly  applied. 

You  will  note  that  in  Exhibit  D and  Exhibit  E,  while  the  pay- 
ment has  been  in  excess  of  the  contract,  the  company  desires  to  ob- 
serve the  contract  to  the  letter,  but  in  the  case  of  Engineer  Kennedy 
and  fireman,  their  contention  is  based  on  past  practice,  and  in  our 
opinion  the  position  taken  in  this  particular  claim  on  the  part  of  the 
company  is  an  untenable  one. 

Position  of  management. — ^^The  second  subdivision  of  the  Lake 
Superior  Division  from  Duluth  to  Staples  is  147.5  miles.  Both 
Duluth  and  Staples  are  terminals  for  chain-gang  crews ; the  former 
is  the  home  terminal.  Brainerd  is  118.2  miles  west  of  Duluth  and 
is  a terminal  for  St.  Paul  Division  crews  as  well  as  for  Lake  Su- 
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perior  Division  crews  assigned  to  local  runs  originating  and  ter- 
minating at  Brainerd.  Engine  house  facilities  are  maintained  at  this 
point ; also  switch  crews ; and  in  every  sense  it  is  considered  a terminal 
for  crews  terminating  at  that  point  in  all  classes  of  service.  Owing 
to  the  proximity  of  iron-ore  mines  a considerable  amount  of  freight 
originates  and  terminates  at  Brainerd,  which  is  handled  by  chain 
gang  crews,  and  for  a great  many  years  it  has  been  the  practice  in 
ordering  crews  at  Duluth  to  designate  on  the  board  or  in  the  call, 
so  that  each  will  know  when  leaving  Duluth  whether  the  trip  will 
be  from  Duluth  to  Staples  or  from  Duluth  to  Brainerd.  If  called 
for  a trip  from  Duluth  to  Brainerd  and  it  is  later  decided  to  run 
this  crew  through  to  Staples  they  are  considered  as  having  com- 
menced a new  day,  for  which  they  are  allowed  a minimum  of  100 
miles.  Crews  terminating  at  Brainerd  under  the  conditions  out- 
lined receive  the  benefits  of  all  the  terminal  rules  applicable. 

Engineer  Kennedy  and  fireman,  assigned  to  chain  gang,  were  no- 
tified when  called  for  service  at  Duluth  on  February  11,  1921,  in 
accordance  with  the  practice  in  effect,  that  the  trip  on  the  date  in 
question  would  terminate  at  Brainerd,  and  for  the  service  performed 
Avere  allowed  actual  miles  or  hours,  whichever  is  the  greater,  with 
a minimum  of  100  miles  or  8 hours,  computed  from  the  time  they 
entered  service  until  released  from  duty  at  Brainerd,  and  on  the 
return  trip  from  Brainerd  to  Duluth  were  compensated  on  the  basis 
of  a neAv  day.  The  practice  of  operating  crews  in  this  manner  be- 
tween Duluth,  Brainerd,  and  Staples  has  been  in  effect  since  the 
adoption  of  the  hours  of  service  law  in  1908,  and  the  claim  of  Engi- 
neer Kennedy  and  fireman  for  continuous  time  on  February  11,  1921, 
on  account  of  being  tied  up  at  Brainerd  in  less  than  14  hours  is  the 
first  notice  the  management  has  had  that  the  engineers  and  firemen 
were  taking  exception  to  this  method  of  operating  chain  gang 
crews.  It  is  the  contention  of  the  engineers  and  firemen  that  it  is 
not  permissible  to  operate  chain  gang  crews  in  this  manner,  desig- 
nating Brainerd  or  Staples,  as  the  case  may  be,  as  the  terminating 
point  or  terminal  for  chain  gang  crews  called  for  serAuce  at  Duluth, 
basing  their  contention  on  rule  73  of 'the  engineers’  and  firemen’s 
schedules,  quoted  in  the  joint  statement,  and  claiming  continuous 
time  in  cases  where  engine  crews  are  tied  up  at  Brainerd  in  less 
than  14  hours  computed  from  the  time  they  were  called  for  service 
at  Duluth. 

The  conductors  and  trainmen  have  a rule  in  their  schedule  cover- 
ing this  operation  which  was  incorporated  during  last  revision  of 
schedule,  and  prior  to  that  time  was  covered  by  ruling  outside  the 
schedule,  and  prior  to  raising  issue  in  this  case  the  same  principle 
has  always  been  recognized  by  the  engineers  and  firemen,  as  well  as 
the  conductors  and  trainmen,  as  being  proper,  which  is  fully  substan- 
tiated by  the  fact  that  the  enginemen  at  no  time  made  protest  against 
this  manner  of  operating  until  the  presentation  of  the  claim  of  Engi- 
neer Kennedy  and  fireman  for  continuous  time  on  February  11,  1921. 
Brainerd  is  a terminal  and  as  such  would  permit  the  tying  up  of 
chain  gang  crews  called  for  service  at  Duluth  when  they  are  notified 
in  the  call  that  the  trip  would  terminate  at  Brainerd. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  management,  in  view  of  the  long-estab- 
lished practice  in  effect  on  this  division  of  tying  up  crews  at  Brain- 
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erd,  that  it  is  permissible  to  continue  doing  so,  especially  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  there  has  been  no  change  in  schedule  rules  governing 
the  tying  up  of  crews  that  would  warrant  a change  in  the  method 
of  compensating  these  crews. 

Decision. — The  Board  believes  that  the  parties  to  this  dispute 
should  make  a rule  to  conform  with  the  statement  of  facts,  and  settle 
this  claim  accordingly.  Mr.  Kapelje’s  letter  of  June  6,  1921,  and 
Mr.  Morgan’s  letter  of  November  22,  1920,  indicate  both  parties  be- 
lieve an  understanding  is  advisable ; therefore,  the  case  is  remanded 
to  parties  to  the  controversy  for  adjustment  if  possible. 


DECISION  NO.  40.— CASE  57. 

Chicago,  111.,  Dcccniher  IS,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Engineer  Wilson  and  Fireman  King,  Rocky  Mountain 
Division,  for  25  miles  runaround  at  Paradise,  March  T,  1921. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Engineer  Wilson  and  Fireman  King 
were  assigned  to  chain-gang  service  between  Paradise  and  Missoula, 
a distance  of  99.9  miles,  and  had  been  in  service  8 hours  and  5 min- 
utes on  a previous  trip  from  Missoula  to  Paradise  and  stood  first 
out  at  Paradise.  A crew  was  recpiired  for  a trip  in  chain-gang 
service  Paradise  to  Missoula.-  It  was  not  considered  that  Engineer 
IVilson  and  Fireman  King  had  sufficient  time  to  their  credit  under 
the  hours  of  service  law  to  make  the  trip  from  Paradise  to  Missoula, 
and  the  second  crew  out  was  used,  which  had  been  in  previous  service 
3 hours  and  25  minutes  and  did  have  sufficient  time  to  make  the  trip 
to  Missoula.  It  is  the  contention  that  Engineer  Wilson  and  Fire- 
man King  should  have  been  used,  although  they  did  not  have  suffi- 
cient time  to  make  the  trip,  and  by  reason  of  not  being  used  are 
making  claim  for  25  miles  for  a runaround. 

Position  of  committees. — Rule  68  (5) , firemen’s  schedule,  provides : 

Firemen  on  extra  list,  in  chain  gang  and  in  monntain  service,  will  be  sent 
out  in  their  turn.  If  not  sent  out  in  turn,  they  will  he  paid  twenty-five  (25) 
miles  for  each  time  runaround,  but  in  no  instance  more  than  one  hundred 
(1(X))  miles  for  each  calendar  day.  This  does  not  apply  to  assigned  runs. 

Rule  68  (a),  engineers’  schedule,  provides: 

Engineers  on  extra  list,  engineers  in  chain  gang,  engineers  in  mountain 
lielper  service,  and  engineers  in  pusher  service  will  run  first  in  first  out  in  the 
service,  and  on  the  districts  or  divisions  to  which  they  are  assigned. 

If  not  sent  out  in  turn,  they  will  be  paid  25  miles  for  each  time  runaround, 
l)ut  in  no  instance  more  than  one  hundred  (100)  miles  for  each  calendar  day. 
This  does  not  apply  to  assigned  runs. 

Prior  to  the  application  of  Supplement  No.  24  to  General  Order 
No.  27  it  had  been  the  practice  to  consider  crews  available  for  service 
and  subject  to  runaround  payments  under  the  foregoing  rule,  except 
where  tied  up  under  the  provisions  of  the  hours  of  service  law.  This 
payment  was  governed  by  ruling  issued  by  General  Manager  Goodell, 
March  13,  1911,  reading: 

Replying  to  your  favor  of  ^larch  17  inquiring  as  to  whether  or  not  an  engi- 
neer has  been  “ runaround  ” in  case  he  is  not  available  for  service  under  the 
law,  would  say : 
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If  an  engineer  has  been  on  duty  less  than  16  hours  in  the  24-hour  period 
and  is  not  called  in  turn,  he  is  then  entitled  to  pay  for  being  runaround.  If 
he  has  been  on  duty  16  hours  and  has  not  been  off  duty  the  required  time,  he 
is  then  not  available  and  can  not  claim  time  for  being  runaround. 

The  point  turns  upon  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  an  engineer 
can  be  used  under  the  law.  If  he  can  be,  he  is  entitled  to  the  call, 
although  it  may  be  necessary  to  tie  him  up  on  account  of  the  IG- 
hour  period  elapsing  before  he  can  complete  the  trip.  If  he  has 
been  on  duty  16  hours,  he  can  not  be  used  under  the  law,  and,  there- 
fore, can  not  claim  runaround. 

This  letter  was  written  to  General  Superintendent  Nichols  in  reply 
to  a letter  to  Mr.  Goodell  under  date  of  March  7,  1911,  reading  as 
follows : 

A ruling  is  desired  on  the  engineer’s  schedule  which  states  that  engineers  on 
extra  list,  engineers  in  chain  gang,  and  engineers  in  mountain  service  will  be 
sent  out  in  their  turn,  and  if  not  sent  out  in  their  turn  they  will  be  paid  25 
miles  for  each  time  they  are  runaround. 

The  question  is;  If  two  crews  arrive  at  the  terminal,  one  crew  having  been 
on  duty  16  hours  and  the  other  6 hours,  and  the  crew  on  duty  16  hours  is  first 
out,  and  the  one  on  duty  6 hours  is  second  out,  a crew  is  needed  for  a run  con- 
suming about  5 or  6 hours,  if  the  second  crew  is  used,  would  the  first  crew  be 
paid  for  runaround? 

Since  the  provisions  of  Supplement  No.  24  to  General  Order  No. 
27  have  been  applied  to  schedule  rules,  the  general  manager  has 
taken  the  position  that  under  question  49  and  reply  thereto  on  the 
application  of  Article  XX,  memorandum  of  understahding,  which 
reads : 

Under  Article  XX  (&)  Question:  When  will  road  crews  be  considered  being 
available? 

Answer : The  road  crew  is  available  when  rest  is  up  and  is  subject  to  call. 

The  ruling  above  quoted  is  canceled.  This  position  is  covered  in 
general  manager’s  letter  to  Chairmen  Morgan  and  Gorman  under 
date  of  June  18,  1921,  which  reads: 

Replying  to  your  letter  of  June  13  concerning  claim  of  Engineer  Wilson  and 
Fireman  King,  Rocky  Mountain  Division : 

At  the  time  the  claims  of  Engineers  Barclay,  Peterson,  and  Voerge,  and  fire- 
men, Seattle  Division,  were  presented,  the  application  of  question  49  and  answer 
in  memorandum  of  understanding  covering  Supplement  No.  24,  and  the  effect 
this  interpretation  would  have  on  our  rules,  was  fully  discussed  with  me,  and 
it  was  my  decision  at  that  time  that  the  answer  to  question  49  referred  to,  auto- 
matically canceled  the  ruling  of  March  13,  1911,  covering  this  matter.  Since 
then  nothing  new  has  been  developed  that  would  cause  me  to  change  my  mind ; 
therefore,  it  is  my  opinion  that  the  decision  rendered  by  Mr.  Nichols  in  this  case 
is  proper.  The  claim  is  declined. 

Our  committee  contends  that  question  49  and  decision  was  not  in- 
tended to  modify  schedule  regulations  governing  the  hours  of  service 
law  provisions  nor  the  practices  which  have  been  observed  by  the 
company  in  compliance  with  such  provisions. 

Position  of  management. — The  issue  in  this  case  involves  the  ques- 
tion of  determining  when  road  crews  are  available  and  subject  to 
call.  Engineer  Wilson  and  Fireman  King,  assigned  to  chain-gang 
service  between  Missoula  and  Paradise,  stood  first  out  at  Paradise, 
but  before  the  expiration  of  their  rest  period  a crew  was  required 
for  an  eastbqund  through  freight  train  from  Paradise  to  Missoula. 
Engineer  Wilson  and  fireman  had  been  in  previous  service  8 hours 
and  5 minutes,  and  without  having  had  their  required  rest  did  not 
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have  sufficient  time  under  the  hours  of  service  law  to  make  the  trip 
from  Paradise  to  Missoula  without  tying*  up  at  an  intermediate 
point.  The  crew  standing  second  out,  which  had  been  in  previous 
service  3 hours  and  25  minutes,  was  called  for  this  trip,  as  they  had 
sufficient  time  to  their  credit  under  the  hours-of -service  law  to  make 
the  trip  from  terminal  to  terminal  without  being  overtaken  by  the 
16-hour  law.  Engineer  Wilson  and  Fireman  King  presented  a claim 
for  25  miles  runaround  on  account  of  using  the  second  crew  out, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  they  had  not  had  their  required  rest 
and  did  not  have  sufficient  time  to  their  credit  under  the  hours  of 
service  law  to  make  the  trip  from  Paradise  to  Missoula.  The  rep- 
resentatives of  the  engineers  and  firemen  base  their  contention  on 
the  schedule  rule,  which  provides  that  engineers  and  firemen  in  chain- 
gang  service  will  run  first  in  first  out;  and  also  cite  a ruling  issued 
by  the  general  manager  under  date  of  March  13,  1911,  their  posi- 
tion being  that  a crew  should  be  considered  available  as  long  as  they 
have  any  time  left  to  their  credit  under  the  hours-of-service  law. 

While  the  amount  of  money  involved  in  this  particular  claim  is 
trivial,  the  principle  at  stake  is  very  far-reaching.  For  illustration, 
a crew  may  have  been  in  previous  service  15  hours,  but  it  is  the 
contention  of  the  engineers  and  firemen  that  the  crew  would  be  enti- 
tled to  pay  for  a runaround  if  not  called  in  turn  even  though  they 
had  but  1 hour  to  their  credit  in  which  they  could  be  used  undeP 
the  hours-of-service  law,  which  would  be  hardly  sufficient  time  for 
the  crew  to  prepare  for  the  trip  and  leave  the  yard.  The  same  argu- 
ment would  also  hold  true  in  case  a crew  had  been  in  previous  serv- 
ice 15  hours  and  55  minutes  and  had  but  5 minutes  to  their  credit 
before  they  would  be  overtaken  by  the  hours-of-service  law.  It  would 
be  absurd  under  such  conditions  to  call  the  crew  for  service,  and  if 
not  called  for  service  there  is  no  justice  or  equity  in  the  contention 
of  the  engineers  and  firemen  that  the  crew  would  be  entitled  to  pay 
for  runaround. 

Attention  is  directed  to  question  49  and  answer  appearing  in  the 
memorandum  of  understanding  issued  by  the  United  States  Kail- 
road  Administration  under  date  of  February  17,  1919,  concerning 
the  application  of  Supplement  No.  24  to  General  Order  No.  27. 
Existing  schedules  were  revised  in  compliance  with  the  provisions 
of  Supplement  No.  24,  which  materially  changed  the  general  appli- 
cation of  various  schedule  rules,  and  it  is  the  management’s  under- 
standing that  the  principle  outlined  in  question  49  and  answer  is 
applicable  in  determining  the  availability  of  crews  in  road  service 
and  supersedes  the  previous  practice,  wdiich  obtained  on  the  Northern 
Pacific,  prior  to  the  application  of  Supplement  No.  24  to  General 
Order  No.  27,  of  considering  a crew  available  for  service  up  to  16 
hours.  The  rule  which  requires  creAvs  assigned  to  chain-gang  serv- 
ice will  be  run  first  in  first  out  does  not  define  when  a road  crew 
Avill  be  considered  available  and  subject  to  call. 

Engineer  Wilson  and  Fireman  King,  in  accordance  with  the  above 
interpretation,  were  not  available  for  the  service  required  and  there- 
fore are  not  entitled  to  pay  for  runaround  on  account  of  using  a 
creAv  that  was  available  for  service  and  had  sufficient  time  to  their 
credit  under  the  hours-of-service  law  to  make  the  trip  from  terminal 
to  terminal  without  tying  up. 
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Decision. — It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Board  that  interpretation  of 
runaround  rules  by  the  management  on  the  Northern  Pacific  Rail- 
way Co.  and  the  practices  resulting  therefrom  were  not  changed  by 
decision  to  question  49,  memorandum  of  director  general  dated  No- 
vember 15,  1919 ; therefore,  the  claim  is  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  41— CASE  58. 

Chicago,  III.,  Decemher  13,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claims  of  Firemen  Barrett,  King,  Bennett,  Walters,  Schmelzer, 
Fieber,  and  Howe,  Seattle  Division,  who  were  on  the  suspended  list, 
for  time  lost  on  account  of  not  being  used  in  hostling  positions ; these 
several  claims  originating  between  January  10  and  April  1,  1921. 

J oint  statement  of  facts. — Owing  to  a reduction  in  force  the  above- 
mentioned  firemen  were  placed  on  the  suspended  list  and  claim  is 
made  for  time  lost  on  various  dates  between  January  10  and  April  1, 
1921,  on  account  of  not  being  permitted  to  displace  junior  firemen 
holding  hostling  positions  who  had  signed  bulletins  and  were  regu- 
larly assigned  to  these  positions  under  the  provisions  of  rule  59  of 
Article  II,  reading  as  follows : , 

{a)  At  points  where  hostlers  are  employed  firemen  will  not  be  required  to 
put  coal,  water,  sand,  oil,  or  waste  on  engines,  but  will  be  required  to  take 
water  on  incoming  and  outgoing  engines,  provided  the  water  supply  is  outside 
of  inside  hostling  districts. 

(&)  Where  hostlers  are  employed  they  will  be  required  to  place  engines  on 
outgoing  roundhouse  track. 

(c)  In  the  employment  of  hostlers,  senior  firemen  on  their  respective  divisions 
shall  have  preference,  providing  they  have  had  at  least  two  years’  experience 
as  firemen. 

(d)  Vacancies  shall  be  bulletined  for  fifteen  (15)  days,  but  no  hostler  will 
be  permitted  to  vacate  a hostling  position  to  which  he  has  been  assigned,  ex- 
cept on  April  1,  without  the  sanction  of  master  mechanic. 

All  hostling  positions,  except  those  held  by  permanent  hostlers,  will  be  declared 
vacant  on  April  1 of  each  year,  and  bulletined  accordingly. 

Only  men  in  actual  service  as  firemen  during  the  period  hostling  positions 
are  bulletined  will  be  eligible  for  the  position  of  hostler  under  this  rule.  This 
not  to  conflict  with  provisions  of  rule  118(6). 

(e)  In  case  a vacancy  in  hostling  positions  has  been  properly  bulletined,  and 
no  eligible  fireman  has  applied  for  same,  the  position  will  be  filled  by  the 
junior  eligible  fireman.  A hostling  position  filled  under  the  provisions  of  the 
foregoing  will  again  be  bulletined  at  the  expiration  of  ninety  (90)  days.  Fire- 
men, debarred  from  service  as  such  from  causes  of  such  nature  as  do  not  in- 
capacitate them  from  satisfactorily  filling  hostling  positions,  will  be  permitted 
to  exercise  their  seniority  rights  to  hostling  positions  at  once. 

(f)  Hostlers  will  change  shifts  every  one  or  two  weeks,  as  may  be  agreed 
upon  between  the  parties  interested,  but  if  agreed  upon  between  opposite 
hostlers  that  one  man  shall  hold  a shift  continuously,  such  arrangement  may 
be  made. 

(g)  Hostlers  will  do  roundhouse  switching,  if  required,  and  perform  such 
other  duties  as  legitimately  belong  to  hostling,  but  shall  not  be  required  to  do 
any  hostling  outside  of  regular  hostling  district. 

(h)  Inside  hostlers  required  to  handle  engines  between  passenger  stations 
and  roundhouses  or  yards  or  on  main  tracks  will  receive  outside  hostlers’ 
rate  for  the  day’s  work. 

(i)  Where  the  hours  of  work  of  hostlers  are  reduced,  regular  hostlers  shall 
have  a fixed  time  for  beginning  work  each  day. 


APPENDIX. 


717 


Such  times  may  vary  for  each  terminal,  but  must  be  fixed  for  and  posted  at 
each  terminal. 

Should  conditions  of  work  to  be  performed  necessitate  a change  in  such  hours, 
the  usual  notice  shall  be  given. 

Hostlers,  in  accordance  with  past  custom,  will  be  allowed  a reasonable  time 
for  meals,  with  no  deduction  in  pay  for  time  therefor. 

Where  hostlers  are  employed  continuously  on  three  shifts,  they  will  begin 
work  on  each  shift  at  such  time  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon  between  the 
management  and  themselves. 

Position  of  comimittees\ — The  construction  which  is  now  being 
placed  on  paragraph  {d)  of  rule  59  b}’  the  railroad  company,  to 
the  effect  that  firemen  assigned  for  hostlers’  positions  will  hold  such 
position  until  April  1,  even  though  the  seniority  on  the  firemen’s 
list  does  not  entitle  them  to  employment,  is  not  in  accordance  with 
the  committee’s  understanding  of  the  rule  or  its  past  application  on 
the  system.  It  has  been  understood  that  the  provisions  of  this  rule 
which  require  that  firemen  will  secure  a sanction  of  the  master 
mechanic  before  vacating  a hostler’s  position  was  for  the  purpose  of 
avoiding  frequent  changes  in  these  positions  due  to  hostlers  exer- 
cising their  seniority  to  other  classes  of  service. 

During  the  past  year  approximately  20  hostlers  employed  under 
6 different  master  mechanics  were  suspended  in  accordance  with  their 
seniority  on  the  firemen’s  list,  because  of  force  reduction,  which 
conforms  to  the  past  general  practices  on  the  entire  system,  and  to 
our  best  knowledge  these  firemen  were  not  required  to  obtain  the 
sanction  of  the  master  mechanic  in  order  to  vacate  their  hostling 
positions,  but  they  were  arbitrarily  taken  from  these  positions  and 
placed  on  the  suspended  list.  It  is  well  known  that  Avhile  rule  59 
covers  the  method  of  filling  hostling  positions,  the  duties  of  a hostler, 
and  the  restriction  placed  on  hostlers  regarding  the  exercise  of  sen- 
iority to  other  positions,  there  is  nothing  in  this  rule  that  contemplates 
the  setting  aside  of  other  general  rules  which  apply  to  the  firemen  as 
a whole,  such  as  rules  covering  leave  of  absence,  reduction  of  force, 
investigation,  etc.  It  is  further  understood  that  the  railroad  com- 
pany does  not  guarantee  a fireman  that  he  will  hold  the  hostling 
position  to  which  he  is  assigned  until  April  1,  and  if  it  becomes 
necessary  to  reduce  the  number  of  hostlers  employed  prior  to  April 
1 these  men  are  permitted  to  displace  any  firemen  their  junior  on 
the  seniority  list.  This  same  principle  has  been  applied  to  fire- 
men. until  quite  recently,  and  firemen  had  not  been  thrown  out  of 
employment  while  junior  firemen  were  holding  positions  as  hostlers 
on  the  seniority  list. 

We  believe  a careful  survey  of  past  practice  on  the  different  divi- 
sions of  this  railroad  will  show  that  until  this  question  was  raised, 
due  to  the  position  of  the  master  mechanic  on  the  Seattle  Division, 
there  has  been  no  discrimination  shoAvn  between  firemen  in  hostling 
service  and  those  occupying  other  positions  as  firemen  when  it  came 
to  a question  of  reducing  the  number  of  firemen  employed  on  the 
division.  Prior  to  incorporating  Article  XI  of  the  Chicago  agree- 
ment, effective  April  1,  1920,  the  following  rule  appeared: 

Firemen  will  take  rank  from  date  of  their  assignment  to  service,  and  in 
event  of  there  being  a surplus  of  men.  the  oldest  in  the  service  on  any  division 
shall  have  preference  as  to  employment  upon  such  division. 

It  was  agreed  with  the  railroad  company  that  Article  XI  of  the 
Chicago  joint  agreement,  which  covered  the  increase  and  reduction 
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of  force,  made  the  foregoing  rule  no  longer  necessary;  however,  it 
will  be  seen  that  under  this  rule  senior  firemen  were  given  preference 
to  employment  on  their  division  in  case  of  force  reduction.  IVe 
again  submit  that  that  part  of  rule  59  (d)  reading: 

Vacancies  will  be  bulletined  for  fifteen  (15)  days,  but  no  hostler  will  be  per- 
mitted to  vacate  a hostling  position  to  which  he  has  been  assigned,  except  on 
April  1,  without  the  sanction  of  the  master  mechanic, 

was  for  the  purpose  of  restricting  firemen  occupying  hostling  posi- 
tions from  exercising  their  seniority  to  other  service,  and  was  not 
intended  to  interfere  with  rules  governing  reduction  of  force,  or  to 
leave  it  optional  with  the  master  mechanic  to  either  suspend  the 
hostler  or  permit  him  to  remain  in  the  service  and  suspend  a senior 
fireman.  This  contention  on  our  part  is  supported  by  the  under- 
standing of  the  general  chairman,  who  negotiated  the  rule  with  the 
railroad  company  and  also  by  the  general  past  practices  on  the  vari- 
ous divisions  of  this  railroad.  Claim  is  made  that  firemen  suspended 
out  of  turn  should  receive  the  same  compensation  as  the  junior  fire- 
men who  were  retained  in  the  service. 

Position  of  management, — Firemen  are  entitled  to  hostling  posi- 
tions under  the  conditions  outlined  in'  rule  59,  Article  II,  of  the 
firemen’s  schedule  quoted  in  the  joint  statement  of  facts.  Kule  59, 
Article  I,  which  has  not  been  quoted  in  the  joint  statement,  covers 
the  rate  of  pay,  basic  day  and  overtime,  applying  to  hostling  service. 
Article  II  of  the  rule  referred  to  governs  the  seniority  rights  of 
hostlers  in  its  entirety.  All  hostling  positions  are  declared  vacant 
on  April  1 of  each  year  and  rebulletined,  and  firemen  who  make 
application  for  and  are  assigned  to  these  positions  in  accordance  with 
paragraph  (6?),  rule  59  of  Article  II,  can  not  vacate  these  positions 
except  on  April  1 without  the  sanction  of  the  master  mechanic.  This 
requirement  has  been  in  effect  for  a number  of  years  and  is  for  the 
purpose  of  avoiding  frequent  changes  in  personnel,  which  would  be 
the  result  if  firemen  were  permitted  to  exercise  their  seniority  to 
hostling  positions  indiscriminately.  Hostling  service  requires  ex- 
perienced men,  and  in  order  to  obtain  satisfactory  results  it  is  essen- 
tial to  keep  men  in  hostling  positions  who  are  competent  to  handle 
the  work,  and  with  this  thought  in  mind  the  existing  rules  were  in- 
corporated in  the  schedule. 

Eecently  the  Seattle  Division,  owing  to  a depression  in  business, 
placed  a number  of  firemen  on  the  suspended  list,  among  which  were 
included  Firemen  Barrett,  King,  Bennett,  Waters,  Schmelzer,  Fieber, 
and  Howe.  Due  to  the  fact  that  the  firemen  mentioned  are  senior 
in  service  to  certain  firemen  holding  hostling  positions,  claim  is  made 
for  time  lost  on  various  dates  between  January  10  and  April  1,  1921. 
It  is  the  contention  of  the  firemen  that  when  reducing  force,  firemen 
before  being  suspended  should  be  permitted  to  displace  junior  fire- 
men holding  hostling  positions.  Representatives  of  the  firemen 
claim  that  the  past  practice  in  connection  with  the  handling  of 
hostling  positions  supports  their  contention  and  outlines  their  under- 
standing of  the  situation  as  it  existed  on  the  various  diwsions  in 
attempting  to  justify  their  position,  but  it  would  appear  that  what 
they  claim  to  be  past  practice  is  merely  that  which  has  taken  place 
recently. 
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It  is  the  position  of  the  management  that  when  hostling  positions 
are  open  for  bid  on  April  1,  and  assignments  made  under  the  pro- 
visions of  paragraph  \d)^  rule  59  of  Article  II,  that  firemen  who 
are  assigned  to  these  positions  are  compelled  to  hold  the  hostling  po- 
sition selected  under  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph  until  April  1, 
unless  the  master  mechanic  consents  to  their  release.  The  manage- 
ment at  no  time  issued  instructions  to  anyone  to  deviate  from  the 
principle  outlined  herein  as  the  company’s  understanding  of  the 
proper  application  of  the  rules  governing  hostling  service,  and  if 
local  officers  on  any  division  have  been  handling  the  situation  con- 
trary thereto,  they  have  done  so  without  being  authorized  to  do  so 
by  the  general  officers.  Exhibit  A is  submitted  with  this  case,  which 
is  copy  of  circular  under  date  of  January  21,  1921,  issued  by  the 
general  chairman  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and 
Enginemen,  to  all  local  chairmen,  which  to  a great  extent  is  mis- 
leading, and  attention  is  particularly  directed  to  the  following  para- 
graph contained  therein ; 

The  company  has  finally  agreed  with  the  position  of  our  committee  that 
firemen  in  hostling  positions  should  be  suspended  in  their  proper  turn,  except 
that  they  insist  that  a fireman  holding  a hostling  position  will  not  be  dis- 
placed until  the  expiration  of  the  bulletin  and  the  regular  assignment  is  made. 

The  management  at  no  time  agreed  to  the  contention  of  the  fire- 
men’s committee  as  outlined  in  the  above  paragraph,  and  to  sub- 
stantiate this  statement.  Exhibit  E is  submitted  with  this  case, 
which  is  copy  of  communication  under  date  of  January  13,  1921, 
to  Messrs.  ^lorgan  and  Gorman,  signed  jointly  by  the  general 
mechanical  superintendent  and  the  assistant  general  manager. 
After  considerable  discussion  concerning  the  question  at  issue,  the 
management,  without  abating  its  contention,  signified  their  will- 
ingness to  modify  to  a certain  extent  the  application  of  paragraph 
(d)^  rule  59,  referred  to.  The  firemen’s  committee,  however,  was 
not  agreeable  to  the  modification  as  outlined  in  Exhibit  B,  and  as 
result  the  modification  proposed  by  the  management  Avas  Avithdrawn 
on  February  11,  1921,  the  letter  still  maintaining  the  position  that 
hostler  rules  were  being  complied  Avith  and  that  hostlers  assigned 
to  these  positions  are  entitled  to  hold  them  until  April  1 without 
regard  to  firemen  who,  in  the  meantime,  may  be  placed  on  the  sus- 
pended list. 

In  Auew  of  the  misleading  statements  contained  in  general  chair- 
man’s circular,  referred  to,  it  can  be  readily  seen  Avhat  the  result 
Avould  be  and  the  influence  such  a conimiinication  would  have  on 
the  local  officers,  and  as  the  question  at  issue  became  inAmh^d  on 
seA^eral  divisions,  the  local  chairmen  agitated  this  question  to  con- 
siderable extent  and  on  seA’-eral  divisions  were  successful  in  having 
the  master  mechanic  conform  to  their  understanding  of  the  rule, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  such  understanding  was  contrary  to 
the  position  taken  by  the  management  concerning  the  proper  appli- 
cation of  the  rules  goA^erning  the  seniority  of  hostlers.  It  Avould 
hardly  be  consistent  to  argue  that  what  has  taken  place  recently 
would  determine  that  past  practice,  and  from  the  evidence  at  hand 
it  would  appear  ATry  much  that  what  is  claimed  to  be  past  practice 
concerning  the  application  of  the  hostling  rules  is  nothing  more  than 
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what  has  taken  pl'ace  on  the  various  divisions  since  the  local  chair- 
men have  brought  the  question  up  with  the  various  m. aster  mechanics, 
the  latter  being  influenced  to  a large  extent  by  the  misleading  state- 
ment made  in  the  circular  issued  by  the  general  chairman  laboring 
under  the  impression  this  statement  was  a correct  one  and  that  the 
management  had  actually  agreed  to  the  firemen’s  contention. 

Prior  to  the  raising  of  the  issue  in  this  case,  the  rate  of  pay  and 
working  conditions  surrounding  the  position  of  hostler  were  such 
that  it  was  an  inducement  to  senior  firemen  to  apply  for  these  posi- 
tions. However,  since  the  inauguration  of  the  8-hour  day  with 
time  and  one-half  for  overtime,  which  has  resulted  in  hostlers  be- 
ing assigned  to  8-hour  shifts,  and  taking  into  consideration  the  fact 
that  the  rate  for  inside  hostlers  is  practically  the  same  as  the  mini- 
mum rate  for  firemen  in  road  and  switch  service,  senior  firemen 
prefer  to  remain  in  switch  or  road  service  instead  of  taking  hos- 
tlers’ positions  with  additional  responsibilities.  If  the  representa- 
tives of  the  firemen  are  sustained  in  their  contention  concerning  the 
application  of  the  hostling  rules,  it  will  result  in  a very  aggravated 
situation  in  the  future  and  it  is  safe  to  say  junior  firemen  in  the 
majority  of  cases  would  be  holding  hostling  positions,  and  a re- 
duction in  force  determined  by  the  fluctuation  in  business  would  re- 
sult in  continual  changes  in  hostling  positions. 

As  previously  stated,  it  is  the  position  of  the  management  that 
rule  59  of  the  firemen’s  schedule  is  applicable  and  covers  hostling 
service  in  its  entirety  in  so  far  as  rates  of  pay  and  seniority  rights 
to  hostling  positions  are  conce^rned,  and  we  are  unable  to  agree  to 
the  contention  of  the  representatives  of  the  firemen  that  the  Seattle 
Division  firemen  mentioned  were  suspended  irregularly.  It  is  not 
the  management’s  understanding  that  the  Chicago  working  agree- 
ment or  any  other  rule  in  the  firemen’s  schedule  in  any  manner 
modifies  or  supersedes  the  provisions  of  rule  59,  and  it  is  the  posi- 
tion of  the  management  that  this  rule  was  fully  complied  with  on 
the  Seattle  Division  and  that  the  firemen  mentioned  above  are  not 
entitled  to  the  time  as  claimed. 

Decision. — The  provisions  of  the  agreement  between  the  Northern 
Pacific  Railway  Co.  and  its  firemen  and  hostlers  regarding  the 
rights  of  employees  of  the  classes  mentioned  are  apparently  some- 
what involved.  The  facts  developed  at  the  hearing,  taken  in  con- 
nection with  a reasonable  interpretation  of  the  various  rules,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Board,  sustain  the  contention  of  the  organizations 
that  senior  firemen  should  not  be  suspended  from  service  and  junior 
men  retained  as  hostlers,  and  the  Board  so  decides. 

The  statements  made  to  the  Board  by  the  representatives  of  both 
sides  did  not  make  clear  just  what  the  practice  has  been;  the  Board, 
therefore,  feels  obliged  to  deny  payment  of  claims  made  for  time  lost 
in  this  particular  case. 
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DECISION  NO.  42.— CASE  59. 
Chicago,  111.,  Deccmhcr  13,  1921. 


Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co, 

Claim  of  Engineer  J.  R.  Baldridge  and  fireman,  ^lontana  Division, 
Tor  continuous  time  in  mountain  helper  service  from  Whitehall  to 
Butte  and  return  to  Whitehall.  April  28,  1920. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — The  territory  between  Whitehall  and 
Butte  is  designated  as  a regular  mountain  helper  district.  Under 
date  of  March  24,  1920,  Circular  No.  64  (copy  submitted  on  Exhibit 
A)  was  issued,  placing  this  service  on  a straightaway  basis,  allowing 
crews  100  miles,  plus  12  constructive  miles,  for  each  trip  from'  White- 
hall to  Butte,  or  vice  vei^sa. 

The  issue  in  this  case  involves  the  application  of  rule  21  and  rule 
35,  engineers’  and  firemen’s  schedules,  reading  as  follows : 

Rule  21.  (a)  In  all  classes  of  service  covered  by  rule  20.  100  miles  or  less,  8 
hours  or  less  (straightaway  or  turn-around),  shall  constitute  a day’s  work; 
miles  in  excess  of  100  will  be  paid  for  at  the  mileage  rates  provided,  according 
to  class  of  engines  or  other  power  used. 

(h)  On  runs  of  100  miles  or  less  overtime  will  begin  at  the  expiration  of 
8 hours ; on  runs  of  over  100  miles  overtime  will  begin  when  the  time  on  duty 
exceeds  the  miles  run  divided  by  12i.  Overtime  shall  be  paid  for  on  the  minute 
basis,  at  an  hourly  rate  of  three-sixteenths  of  the  daily  rate,  according  to  class 
of  engine  or  other  power  used. 

Rule  35.  (a)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (d)  of  this  rule,  mountain 
helper  service  will  be  considered  assigned  service  and  come  under  the  provisions 
of  rule  65,  which  will  include  engineers  (firemen)  assigned  to  runs  or  work  be- 
tween the  following  points : Helena  and  Blossburg,  ]\Iissoula  and  Arles.  Easton 
and  Lester,  Whitehall  and  Butte,  Saltese  and  Wallace. 

Note. — It  will  not  be  necessary  under  this  rule  to  assign  helper  crews  to  any 
particular  train  or  trip. 

Engineers  (firemen)  of  engines  used  as  helpers  on  the  districts  specified 
above,  whether  regularly  assigned  to  that  service  or  not,  will  be  considered  in 
mountain  service. 

Freight  and  passenger  helper  service  may  be  operated  separately  on  any  one 
district,  with  the  understanding  that  if  a crew  in  passenger  helper  service  is 
used  to  help  a freight  train,  or  vice  versa,  not  less  than  a minimum  of  100  miles 
will  be  allowed  for  such  service. 

(&)  In  assigned  helper  service  a turn-around  run  is  a run  from  a terminal  to 
an  intermediate  point  and  return  to  starting  terminal,  time  to  be  continuous, 
and  not  less  than  100  miles  will  be  allowed  for  each  round  trip,  except  as  here- 
inafter provided. 

(c)  Assignments  may  be  made  consisting  of  a succession  of  short  trips  out  of  a 
terminal,  provided  a second  or  any  succeeding  run  shall  be  started  within  eight 
(8)  hours  from  the  time  crew  was  required  to  come  on  duty  for  the  first  trip,  or 
when  the  actual  miles  run  are  less  than  one  hundred  (100)  ; otherwise  the  ad- 
ditional runs  will  be  considered  as  commencing  a new  day. 

(d)  An  increase  in  the  number  of  engines  assigned  to  helper  service  for  seven 
days  or  less  will  be  considered  temporary  and  the  provisions  of  rule  65  will 
not  apply;  otherwise  they  will  be  governed  by  the  same  rules  covering  regular 
assigned  helper  service. 

Note. — Limits  of  helper  districts  applying  to  regularly  assigned  crews  will  be 
applied  to  extra  helper  crews,  also  the  same  penalty  rules  applying. 

(c)  When  engineers  assigned  to  mountain  helper  service  are  used  in  other 
than  mountain  helper  service,  not  in  connection  with  trip  as  mountain  helper, 
they  will  be  paid  a minimum  day  for  and  at  the  rate  applying  to  such  service ; 
such  allowances  will  be  computed  separately  from  time  on  duty  in  mountain 
helper  service  and  excluded  in  computing  overtime  in  mountain  helper  service. 
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Note. — This  rule  applies  to  service  betv/eeu  the  points  named  in  this  rule,  and 
starting?  terminal  must  he  desi^>nated  in  such  assi.cjnment,  ami  such  ci’gws  will  he 
entitled  to  continuous  time  until  their  return. 

Leaving  starting  terminal  after  being  on  duty  eight  (8)  hours  from  time  of 
commencing  the  day’s  work,  or  having  run  100  miles,  a new  day  will  stari. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  engineers  and  firemen  that  it  is  not  per- 
missible under  rule  35  of  the  engineers’  and  firemen’s  schedules  to 
operate  mountain  helper  service  on  the  straightaway  basis,  and  claim 
is  made  for  continuous  time  from  the  time  of  commencing  sd’vice  at 
Whitehall  until  return  to  Whitehall. 

Position  of  coinmittees. — Prior  to  the  application  of  Supplement 
Ko.  15  to  General  Order  No.  27,  mountain  helper  service  was  operated 
on  a trip  basis,  4 hours  or  50  miles  with  overtime  accruing  being  al- 
lowed for  each  trip.  In  negotiating  rules  to  place  this  service  on  a 
daily  basis  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Article  VII,  Supple- 
ment No.  15,  our  committee  contended  that  mountain  helper  crews 
should  be  paid  100  miles  when  required  to  run  into  terminals  of  other 
helper  crews. 

In  submitting  proposed  rule  for  the  consideration  of  committee  on 
August  7,  1919,  the  company  proposed  as  Paragraph  I,  rule  65,  the 
following : 

The  provisions  of  this  rule  do  not  prevent  the  assignment  of  helper  crews  to 
turnaround  runs  between  two  terminals,  providing  the  home  terminal  is  desig- 
nated in  such  assignment  and  such  crews  will  be  entitled  to  continuous  time 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  {d)  and  (e)  of  this  rule. 

This  proposal  was  considered  by  the  committees,  who  proposed  the 
following  in  lieu  of  Paragraph  I of  the  company’s  submission  : 

This  rule  applies  to  service  between  the  points  named  in  this  rule,  and  starting 
terminal  must  be  designated  in  such  assignment,  and  such  crews  will  be  entitled 
to  continuous  time  until  their  return. 

Leaving  .starting  terminal  after  being  on  duty  eight  (8)  hours  from  time,  of 
commencing  the  day’s  work,  or  having  run  100  miles,  a new  day  will  start. 

Under  date  of  September  12,  1919,  the  railroad  company,  after 
considering  the  proposal  of  the  committee,  adopted  the  above-quoted 
paragraph  and  placed  this  rule  into  effect  as  a tentative  proposi- 
tion until  such  time  as  the  schedule  became  revised.  After  Supple- 
ment No.  24  was  applied  to  the  schedules,  this  note  was  made  a part 
of  the  schedule  rules.  When  the  attention  of  the  company  was 
directed  to  the  violation  of  this  paragraph  of  the  helper  rules 
through  an  assignment  of  certain  crews  on  straightaway  basis  they 
contended  that  under  the  provisions  of  rule  21,  which  is  Article  VII 
of  Supplement  No.  15,  covering  the  basic  day  and  overtime  in  freight 
service,  they  were  privileged  to  operate  mountain  helper  service 
on  either  straightaway  or  turnaround  basis,  regardless  of  the  literal 
reading  of  the  mountain  helper  rule.  They  pointed  out  further  that 
during  schedule  negotiations  our  executive  officers  agreed  that  it 
would  be  unnecessary  to  incorporate  the  provisions  of  Article  YII, 
Supplement  No.  15,  in  the  helper  rules,  inasmuch  as  this  article  ap- 
peared in  the  general  rules  covering  freight  service. 

The  committee  contends  that  Article  VII,  Supplements  .Nos.  15 
and  24,  will  not  permit  the  company  to  operate  mountain  helper 
service  as  a straightaway  run  from  a terminal  to  the  turning  point 
by  paying  100  miles  in  each  direction,  as  mountain  helper  rules  spe- 
cifically provide  for  turnaround  operation  in  this  class  of  service. 
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The  attention  of  the  Board  is  directed  to  the  answer  to  question 
Ko.  47,  Interpretation  Xo.  1,  Supplement  Xo.  24. 

Committee  believes  that  the  company  is  in  error  in  contending 
that  Article  VII,  Supplements  15  and  24,  left  it  optional  with  the 
company  to  operate  mountain  helper  service  either  straightaway  or 
turn-around  where  rules  were  negotiated  to  cover  turn-around  op- 
erations. 

Position  of  mcmagement. — Crews  assigned  to  mountain  helper 
service  between  Whitehall  and  Butte  are  operated  on  a straight- 
away basis,  and  in  accordance  with  Circular  64,  submitted  as  Ex- 
hibit A,  both  Whitehall  and  Butte  are  designated  as  terminals. 

Engineer  Baldridge  was  assigned  to  this  service,  which  in  ac- 
cordance with  Circular  64  is  operated  as  a straightaway  run  be- 
tween Whitehall*  and  Butte.  On  April  28,  1920,  he  presented  a 
claim  for  continuous  time  computed  from  the  time  of  commencing 
service  at  lYhitehall  until  his  return  to  Vdiitehall,  regardless  of  the 
fact  that  he  entered  Butte,  a terminal  for  his  run,  and  was  released 
from  duty.  Engineer  Baldridge,  for  service  performed  on  the  date 
in  question,  was  allowed  100  miles  plus  12  constructive  miles,  and 
35  minutes’  overtime,  for  the  trip  from  Whitehall  to  Butte,  and  100 
miles  plus  12  constructive  miles  for  the  trip  from  Butte  to  White- 
hall.  ^ 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  engineers  and  firemen  that  rule  35 
quoted  in  the  joint  statement  does  not  permit  an  assignment  on  a 
straightaway  basis  in  mountain  helper  service,  basing  their  prin- 
cipal argument  on  the  note  appearing  under  paragraph  {e)  of  the 
rule  referred  to. 

The  note  referred  to  was  inserted  in  the  schedule  for  the  particu- 
lar purpose  of  outlining  the  proper  method  of  payment  where  crews 
in  mountain  helper  service  are  operated  on  a turnaround  basis  with 
but  one  bulletined  terminal,  but  does  not  in  an}^  manner  supersede 
the  provisions  of  paragra^ph  {a)^  rule  21,  covering  the  basic  day  in 
all  classes  of  freight  service,  nor  is  there  any  provision  contained 
in  rule  35  proper  which  would  in  any  manner  support  the  conten- 
tion of  the  engineers  and  firemen. 

Paragraph  (ft),  rule  21,  of  the  engineers’  schedule,  quoted  in  the 
joint  statement,  provides  that  in  all  classes  of  service  covered  by 
rule  20,  100  miles  or  less,  eight  hours  or  less  (straightaway  or  turn- 
around) shall  constitute  a day’s  work.  Rule  20  referred  to,  which 
reads  in  part  as  follows : 

Rates  for  engineers  in  through  and  irregular  freight,  pusher,  helper,  mine- 
run  or  roustabout,  belt  line  or  transfer  work,  wreck,  construction,  snowplow, 
circus  trains,  trains  established  for  the  exclusive  purpose  of  handling  milk, 
and  all  other  unclassitied  service,  shall  be  as  follows : * * *. 

specifically  mentions  pusher  and  helper  service ; therefore  there  can 
be  no  question  that  paragraph  (ft),  rule  21,  which  is  a general  rule, 
is  applicable  to  the  class  of  service  mentioned. 

Effective  December  1,  1919,  the  trip  basis  of  pa3^ment  in  existence 
prior  to  that  time  in  mountain  helper  service  was  eliminated  in 
conformity  with  the  provisions  of  Supplement  Xo.  24  to  General 
Order  Xo.  27,  and  at  that  time  tentative  rules  were  mutually  agreed 
upon  with  the  authorized  representatives  of  the  engineers  and  fire- 
men covering  mountain  helper  service,  and  paragraph  (ft),  rule  21 
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of  the  existinpf  schedule  \vas  then  known  as  rule  65  (a),  comprising 
part  of  the  tentative  rules  governing  mountain  helper  service. 
Later,  when  the  engineers’  and  firemen’s  scliedules  were  revised  on 
April  1,  1920,  to  conform  with  the  changes  brought  about  by  vari- 
ous wage  orders,  it  was  not  considered  necessary  to  include  in  the 
mountain  helper  rule  paragraph  (<2)  referred  to  for  the  reason  that 
it  was  incorporated  in  the  schedule  as  a general  rule  covering  the 
basic  day  in  all  classes  of  freight  service. 

As  proof  that  the  management’s  understanding  concerning  this 
is  correct,  the  following  extract  is  quoted  from  the  assistant  general 
manager’s  letter  under  date  of  February  14,  1920,  addressed  jointly 
to  A.  Johnston,  assistant  grand  chief  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Loco- 
motive Engineers,  and  S.  A.  Boone,  vice  president  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen,  who  were  present  dur- 
ing the  negotiations  with  the  engineers’  and  firemen’s  general  com- 
mittee : 

Rule  65  (a)  Apparently  this  particular  paragraph  is  unnecessary  as  the 
basic  clay  in  mountain  helper  service  will  be  taken  care  of  in  rule  2 (which 
has  reference  to  rule  21  (a)  of  the  present  schedule)  covering  the  basic  clay  in 
all  classes  of  freight  service. 

Under  date  of  March  3,  1920,  Messrs.  Johnston  and  Boone  replied 
to  the  assistant  general  manager  as  follows : 

Rule  65  (a)  We  concur  in  your  suggestion  that  our  proposed  rule  is  un- 
necessary as  the  subjects  mentioned  therein  are  covered  by  Articles  IV  and 
VII,  Supplement  No.  24,  both  of  which  are  to  be  incorporated  in  the  schedules. 

The  above  fully  substantiates  the  fact  it  was  fully  understood  by 
the  executive  officers  of  the  engineers’  and  firemen’s  organizations, 
as  well  as  the  management,  that  paragraph  (a),  rule  21,  covered 
pusher  and  helper  service,  leaving  it  optional  with  the  railway 
company  to  make  assignments  in  mountain  helper  service  on  either 
a straightaway  or  turnaround  basis.  The  situation  between  White- 
hall and  Butte  was  thoroughly  discussed  at  that  time,  and  the  note 
referred  to  appearing  under  paragraph  (e)  of  rule  35  was  not  in 
any  manner  intended  to  prohibit  assignments  in  mountain  helper 
service  on  a straightaway  basis,  but  was  merely  intended  as  an  ex- 
planation outlining  the  proper  method  of  payment  Avhere  creAvs  are 
assigned  on  a turnaround  basis  with  but  one  designated  terminal. 
The  argument  that  this  note  supersedes  paragraph  (<2),  rule  21,  is 
inconsistent  for  the  reason  that  if  the  enginemen’s  contention  is  cor- 
rect then  they  Avould  have  no  rule  covering  the  basic  day  applicable 
to  mountain  helper  service. 

It  is  the  management’s  understanding  this  rule  is  mandatory  as 
adopted  from  the  provisions  of  Supplement  No.  24,  and  that  the 
conditions  outlined  therein  are  applicable  to  all  classes  of  freight 
service  operated  on  either  straightway  or  turnaround  basis. 

The  claim  of  Engineer  Baldridge  was  declined  on  the  ground 
that  the  schedule  rules  governing  do  not  in  any  manner  support  the 
contention  of  the  engineers  and  firemen,  and  it  is  the  position  of 
the  management  that  it  is  purely  a managerial  question  Avhether 
creAvs  in  mountain  helper  service  will  be  assigned  on  a straightaway 
or  turnaround  basis  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  paragraph 
(<2),  rule  21,  referred  to. 

Decision.— ClsLim  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  43.— CASE  60. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  13,  1021. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Engineineii  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Engineer  ^filler  and  fireman,  St.  Paul  Division,  for  an 
additional  100  miles  under  the  application  of  rule  TO  covering  diver- 
sions. 

Joint  siatemei^t  of  Paul  division  chain  gang  crews  run 

between  Northtown  and  Staples  or  Northtown  and  Brainerd,  as  the 
case  may  be.  Eastward  trains  from  Brainerd  make  connection  with 
the  new  main  line  at  Little  Falls  by  leaving  the  old  main  line  at  east 
side  Little  Falls  or  at  Gregory,  2.8  miles  east  of  Little  Falls.  Trains 
handled  by  engines  smaller  than  class  “ W”  engines  connect  via  east 
side  Little  Falls.  On  account  of  restrictions  placed  on  bridge  106  in 
Little  Falls  proper,  it  is  necessary  for  trains  handled  by  class  “ W” 
or  heavier  engines  to  make  connection  at  Gregory. 

At  this  time  there  was  an  advertised  stock-pick-up  run  operated 
on  the  Morris  branch  on  Tuesday,  which  terminated  at  Little  Falls. 
It  is  necessary  to  make  connection  with  this  train  either  by  running 
a train  from  Staples  or  a train  from  Brainerd  to  pick  up  this  stock. 
On  Tuesday,  Februar}^  8,  1921,  a train  was  run  from  Brainerd  for 
this  purpose,  giving  them  a certain  number  of  dead  freight  loads  out 
of  Brainerd,  with  instructions  to  the  crew  as  follows : 

Leave  yonr  train  on  the  old  main  line  at  Gregory,  back  over  to  Little  Falls 
and  connect  with  No.  708,  and  get  what  stock  they  have  and  coach  630  for 
stockmen  to  ride  in,  then  come  east,  picking  up  your  train  at  Gregory. 

On  account  of  having  a “ W ” engine  it  was  necessary  to  leave  their 
train  at  Gregory  and  back  up  2.8  miles  to  Little  Falls  to  get  this 

sfcck. 

Claim  is  made  for  diversion  or  an  additional  100  miles  for  making  the  trip 
from  Gregory  to  Little  Falls  and  return  under  rule  70,  engineers’  and  firemen’s 
schedules,  reading  as  follows : 

Engineers  (firemen)  required  to  go  off  their  runs  to  make  side  trips  will  be 
paid  100  miles  for  such  diversion,  this  not  to  apply  when  train  runs  between 
the  same  terminals  over  an  alternate  route. 

Example:  Engineer  (firemen)  starts  from  terminal  “A”  whose  final  destina- 
tion is  “ D ” ; diverted  to  “ B ” to  do  work  on  another  line.  One  hundred 
miles  will  be  alloweil  for  this  service. 

Position  of  committees. — When  Engineer  Miller  and  fireman  were 
called  for  service  at  Brainerd  they  received  the  following  instruc- 
tions : 

Leave  your  train  on  the  old  main  line  at  Gregory,  back  over  to  Little  Falls 
and  connect  with  No.  70S,  and  get  what  stock  they  have  and  coach  630  for  stock- 
men  to  ride  in,  then  come  east,  picking  up  your  train  at  Gregory. 

The  company  contends  that  this  train  was  run  for  the  express 
purpose  of  picking  up  this  stock,  and  that  on  account  of  crew 'having 
been  advised  to  make  this  side  trip  before  leaving  the  terminal  crew 
is  not  entitled  to  payment  under  the  provisions  of  rule  70.  The  posi- 
tion of  the  company  is  covered  in  letter  addressed  to  general  chair- 
man June  15,  1921,  reading: 

I note  you  make  reference  to  some  cases  adjusted  on  the  Idaho  Division 
during  1914  and  1919,  which  you  claim  are  very  similar,  to  which  I can  not 
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agree,  as  in  tlie  Idaho  Division  cases  the  crews  were  not  notified  when  called 
that  they  would  he  required  to  make  a side  trip. 

It  has  been  the  position  of  the  management  if  an  engine  crew  is  notified 
in  the  call  to  make  a certain  side  trip  in  connection  with  tlieir  trip  that  the 
provisions  of  rule  70  do  not  apply,  as  the  crew  is  called  for  the  service  which 
they  render.  This  method  of  calling  crews  has  been  established  for  a number 
of  years,  which  was  followed  out  in  this  instance;  therefore,  in  my  opinion, 
Engineer  Miller  and  fireman  are  not  entitled  to  pay  for  a diversion.  Claim 
is  denied. 

Under  date  of  October  18,  1919,  in  a letter  to  A.  F.  Whitney 
from  General  Manager  Eapelje  on  the  application  of  rule  15, 
Article  X,  trainmen’s  schedule,  which  is  identical  with  rule  70  of 
the  engineer’s  and  firemen’s  schedules,  the  position  of  the  company 
on  the  application  of  the  diyersion  ruling  was  outlined  as  follows: 

The  fact  that  a crew  may  be  run  off  the  main  line  and  on  a branch  line  does 
not  of  itself  always  mean  a diversion  under  the  meaning  of  the  rule.  When  a 
side  trip  is  made  and  such  side  trip  was  service  for  which  train  was 
run  and  crew  was  so  advised  at  the  time,  such  side  trip  does  not  constitute  a 
diversion  under  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  rule.  For  .example : A crew 
is  called  at  Livingston  to  load  stock  at  Wilsall  and  take  to  Laurel ; crew  is 
run  out  of  Livingston,  over  the  Shields  River  Branch,  INIission  to  Wilsall  and 
return,  and  continues  on  to  Laurel.  In  my  opinion,  this  is  not  a diversion  for 
the  reason  that  it  was  the  purpose  for  which  the  train  w^as  run. 

A crew  called  at  Livingston  to  load  stock  on  the  Shields  River  Branch  and 
take  to  Laurel  wmuld  be  entitled  to  pay  for  a diversion  under  the  rule  if  it 
handled  cars  not  destined  to  points  on  the  Sheilds  River  Branch ; except 
crews  assigned  to  exclusive  stock  loading  trains  may  load  and  nick  up  stock 
at  other  points  eu  route  without  claiming  a diversion. 

It  will  be  noted  in  the  foregoing  ruling  a crew  called  at  Livingston 
to  load  stock  on  the  Shields  Kiver  Branch  and  take  to  Laurel  would 
be  entitled  to  pay  for  a diversion  under  the  ruling  if  it  handled  cars 
not  destined  to  points  on  the  Shields^Eiver  Branch.  In  this  case  it 
appears  that  crew  was  notified  prior  to  leaving  Livingston  that  they 
were  to  make  a side  trip,  but  owing  to  the  fact  that  cars  were 
handled  in  the  train  not  destined  to  the  Shields  Biver  Branch  it 
was  agreed  that  this  side  trip  should  be  considered  a diversion  and 
paid  accordingly.  It  appears  that  in  accordance  with  this  ruling 
Engineer  Miller  and  fireman  would  be  entitled  to  pay  for  a di- 
version for  making  side  trip  from  Gregory  to  Little  Falls  and 
return,  even  though  they  were  notified  of  this  side  trip  prior  to 
leaving  Brainerd,  their  terminal.  Inasmuch  as  this  crew  handled 
a train  of  merchandise  from  Brainerd  to  Northtown  it  can  not  be 
said  that  this  side  trip  was  the  express  purpose  for  which  this  train 
was  run. 

Position  of^  management. — Brainerd  is  an  established  terminal  for 
St.  Paul  Division  crews.  Engineer  Miller  and  fireman  were  assigned 
to  chain-gang  service  betv/een  Northtown  and  Brainerd,  and  on  Feb- 
ruary 8,  1921,  were  called  for  service  at  Brainerd  for  the  express  pur- 
pose of  making  connection  with  train  708  at  Little  Falls  and  picking 
up  several  cars  of  stock  brought  into  Little  Falls  on  train  708,  the 
latter  being  an  advertised  stock-pick-up  train  on  the  Morris  Branch 
on  Tuesdays,  terminating  at  Little  Falls.  This  crew  was  given  a 
certain  number  of  dead  freight  loads  out  of  Brainerd  to  fill  out  ton- 
nage in  this  train.  On  account  of  having  a class  “ W ” engine,  which 
could  not  be  run  over  bridge  106  on  the  cut-off  between  the  old  main 


APPENDIX. 


727 


line  and  the  new  main  line  at  Little  Falls,  the  crew  was  instructed  to 
go  to  Gregory,  2.8  miles  east  of  Little  Falls,  where  the  old  main  line 
connects  with  the  new  main  line,  leaving  the  train  at  that  point,  and 
backing  up  over  the  new  main  line  to  Little  Falls,  and  picking  up  the 
stock  brought  in  on  train  70S,  together  with  coach  C30  for  stockmen 
to  ride  in,  then  coming  east,  picking  up  their  train  at  Gregory  and 
continuing  to  Xorthtown.  A.  sketch  showing  the  track  arrangement 
is  submitted  as  Exhibit  A. 

If  a smaller-type  engine  had  been  used  this  move  would  have  been 
unnecessary,  as  the  crew  could  have  reached  Little  Falls  and  picked 
up  this  stock  by  passing  over  cut-off  from  the  old  main  line  to  Little 
Fails  proper,  via  bridge  106,  and  if  this  had  been  done  there  is  no 
question  whatever  that  claim  for  diversion  could  not  have  been 
involved,  as  this  would  have  been  considered  a straightaway  move- 
ment. 

The  rule  provides  that  enginemen  who  are  required  to  go  off  their 
runs  will  be  paid  for  a diversion ; and,  due  to  the  fact  that  this  crew 
was  called  for  the  express  purpose  of  picking  up  stock  at  Little  Falls, 
it  can  not  be  considered  by  any  stretch  of  imagination  that  the 
crew  was  required  to  go  off  their  run. 

The  fact  is  established  therefore  that  the  move  from  Gregory  to 
Little  Falls  and  return  to  make  this  stock  connection  was  made  nec- 
essain^  owing  to  the  bridge  restriction  on  bridge  106,  and  could  not 
be  considered  as  constituting  a diversion  under  the  application  of 
rule  TO.  Rule  70  is  applicable  in  cases  where  a crew  has  departed 
from  the  terminal  after  having  received  their  orders,  and  were  on 
their  way,  and  are  given  instructions  upon  arrival  at  some  interme- 
diate point  to  make  a side  trip  on  some  branch  line  to  perform  cer- 
tain work,  and  then  after  completing  this  work  pick  up  their  train 
and  continue  to  their  final  destination.  This  is  supported  by  the  lan- 
guage contained  in  the  rule  referred  to,  an  example  appearing  there- 
under. In  the  case  of  Engineer  Miller  and  fireman  none  of  these 
conditions  existed.  The  movement  from  Gregory  to  Little  Falls,  as 
explained  above,  was  made  necessary  on  account  of  the  restrictions 
placed  on  bridge  106  at  Little  Falls,  and  in  view  of  these  facts  it  is 
the  management’s  position  that  Engineer  Miller  and  fireman  are  not 
entitled  to  the  claim  for  an  additional  100  miles  for  diversion. 

The  representatives  of  the  engineers  and  firemen  cited  a certain  de- 
cision rendered  by  the  general  manager  in  1917  in  a letter  addressed 
to  the  vice  president  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  con- 
cerning a claim  presented  by  brakemen  in  support  of  their  contention 
that  Engineer  Miller  and  fireman  should  be  allowed  pay  for  diversion 
as  claimed.  This  ruling,  however,  was  canceled  b}^  the  trainmen’s 
schedule,  effecti^'e  September  1,  1920,  whi^^h  abrogated  all  former  rul- 
ings, and  the  decision  made  in  this  case  could  not  in  any  manner  be 
considered  as  a precedent  and  would  be  of  no  value  in  disposing  of 
the  claim  of  Engineer  Miller  and  fireman. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  management  that  the  trip  from.  Gregory 
to  Little  Falls  under  the  conditions  cited  does  not  constitute  a diver- 
sion within  the  meaning  of  rule  70. 

Decision. — Under  the  circumstances  in  this  case,  claim  denied. 
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DECISION  NO.  44.— CASE  61, 

Chicago,  III.,  December  13,  1922. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men and  Enginemen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Fireman  Manning,  Yellowstone  Division,  for  removal 
of  discipline  assessed  against  his  personal  record  and  pay  for  time 
lost  amounting  to  1,057  miles  February  19  to  28,  1921,  inclusive. 

Joint  statement  of  facts.— On  Februar^^  19,  1921,  Fireman  Man- 
ning, assigned  to  chain  gang  service  between  Glendive  and  Dick- 
inson, was  called  for  service  as  fireman  at  Glendive  on  extra  1821 
east,  a stoker-fired  engine.  This  engine  was  due  to  leave  the  round- 
house track  at  4 a.  rn.,  but  Fireman  Manning  went  to  the  round- 
house foreman  and  reported  that  the  engine  was  not  properly 
coaled,  and  stated  to  the  roundhouse  foreman  that  he  would  not  go 
out  on  this  engine'  until  there  was  more  coal  placed  on  the  tank, 
whereupon  the  roundhouse  foreman  told  him  in  that  event  it  would 
be  necessary  to  call  another  fireman,  which  was  done.  Fireman 
Manning  claimed  that  the  tank  was  short  from  2 to  21  tons  of  coal. 
A ton  and  a half  of  coal  was  placed  on  this  tank  before  departure. 

A transcript  of  the  investigation  held  in  the  master  mechanic’s 
office  at  Glendive  on  February  24  in  accordance  with  rule  131  of 
the  firemen’s  schedule  is  submitted  as  Exhibit  A ” to  the  Board, 
and  for  his  responsibility  in  this  affair  Fireman  Manning  received 
the  following  letter  from  master  mechanic,  dated  February  28,  1921. 

Referring  to  the  case  wherein  you  refused  service  and  thereby  violated 
rule  913  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railway  transportation  rules,  wherein  you 
refused  to  fire  engine  1821  at  Glendive  the  morning  of  February  19,  1921, 
until  there  was  more  coal  put  on  this  tank,  notwithstanding  the  fact  this  en 
gine  is  stoker-fired  and  it  is  not  near  as  essential  to  have  as  much  coal  as  a 
hand-fired  engine,  also  the  opening  in  the  plates  on  the  bottom  of  the  coal  pit 
on  this  engine  is  ample  large  enough  to  allow  coal  to  feed  into  the  hopper, 
and  due  to  you  violating  rule  913  of  transportation  rules,  I am  giving  you 
ten  days’  actual  suspension. 

Hoping  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  do  this  again  in  a case  of  this  kind. 

Buie  9.13  of  the  transportation  rules  reads  as  follows : 

Firemen  report  to  the  master  mechanic.  They  must  obey  the  orders  of  the 
roundhouse  foreman  and  road  foreman  of  engines ; they  will  conform  to  in- 
structions of  trainmaster  or  assistant  superintendent  in  transportation  mat- 
ters ; when  on  duty  they  are  subordinate  to  enginemen. 

They  must  assist  enginemen  in  the  observance  of  rules  foi'  enginemen  and 
must  comply  with  those  rules  applicable  to  firemen. 

Rule  131  of  the  firemen’s  schedule  reads  as  follows: 

Firemen  charged  with  offenses  involving  their  suspension  or  dismissal  will 
be  advised  in  writing  the  ndture  of  the  offense  charged.  No  fireman  will 
be  suspended  or  discharged  without  proper  cause.  Ail  cases  will  have  full 
investigation  by  master  mechanic  or  superintendent,  and  these  investigations 
will  ordinarily  be  held  within  five  (5)  days.  Firemen  under  charges  will  have 
sufficient  notice  in  advance  of  the  date  set  for  investigation  to  permit  of 
having  one  or  two  coemployes  present  to  assist.  If  dissatisfied  with  a de- 
cision, a fireman  may  appeal  to  the  next  higher  authority,  continuing  such 
appeal  to  the  general  manager.  If  it  is  decided  that  the  fireman  i,s  bhime- 
less,  he  shall  be  immediately  reinstated  and  paid  for  all  time  lost  on  account 
of  such  suspension  or  discharge,  at  engine  rates  for  class  of  engine  on  which 
last  used,  for  each  calendar  day.  Grievances  not  presented  within  sixty  days 
shall  not  thereafter  be  considered. 
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Tills  claim  is  based  on  paragraph  (a),  rule  89  of  the  firemen’s 
schedule,  reading  as  follows : 

Firemen  will  not  be  required  to  place  coal  on  tenders  at  coaling  stations 
where  regular  men  are  employed  supplying  the  dock  with  coal.  Division  ofli- 
ciais  will  endeavor  to  have  engine  coaled  so  as  to  relieve  firemen  of  shoveling 
down  an  excessive  amount  of  coal.  At  terminals  or  turn-around  points  where 
there  is  an  engine  watchman  on  duty,  and  no  coal  supply,  coal  will  be  shoveled 
down  for  fireman  for  the  return  trip,  in  so  far  as  his  other  duties  will  permit. 
Where  this  is  not  done  and  it  is  necessary  for  fireman  to  do  so  they  will 
be  paid  for  the  work  at  overtime  rates  for  actual  time  consumed,  but  not  to 
exceed  one  hour. 

Claim  is  made  for  removal  of  the  discipline  assessed  against  the 
personal  record  of  Fireman  Manning  and  pay  for  time  lost  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  justified  in  the  action  he  took  in  this  matter. 

Position  of  comarnttees. — Under  the  provisions  of  rule  89,  division 
officers  will  endeavor  to  see  that  engines  are  properly  coaled  so  as  to 
relieve  firemen  from  shoveling  down  an  excessive  amount  of  coal. 

When  Fireman  iSIanning  arrived  at  the  roundhouse  and  found 
this  engine  was  not  properly  coaled  he  immediately  notified  the 
roundhouse  foreman  of  this  fact  but  the  foreman  evidently  took  the 
position  that  as  long  as  they  had  enough  coal  on  the  tender  to 
reach  the  next  coaling  station  it  was  not  necessary  to  recoal  this 
engine,  even  though  it  would  be  necessary  for  the  fireman  to  shovel 
down  an  excessive  amount  of  coal  in  order  to  reach  the  next  coaling 
station. 

After  notifying  Fireman  Manning  that  if  he  would  not  go  out 
with  the  engine  in  this  condition  he  would  have  to  call  another  fire- 
man and  after  some  delay  had  occurred  on  account  of  Fireman 
Manning  refusing  to  go  out,  the  roundhouse  foreman  and  the  hostler 
took  this  engine  to  the  coaling  dock  and  had  more  coal  placed  on 
the  tender.  It  appears  that  the  foreman  did  not  tell  Manning  that 
he-  was  relieved  and  that  Manning  remained  on  the  engine,  went 
around  to  the  yard,  and  got  on  to  the  train,  and  just  as  the  train 
was  ready  to  start  Fireman  Thielen  arrived  and  said  that  he  had 
been  called  to  go  out  on  this  engine.  According  to  the  statement 
of  the  engineer,  even  after  placing  additional  coal  on  this  tender  for 
Fireman  Thielen,  it  was  necessary  to  begin  pulling  down  coal  at 
Hodges,  which  is  approximately  20  miles  from  the  next  coaling 
station. 

Letters  are  submitted  from  Engineer  Palen,  marked  “ Exhibit 
B,  ” statement  from  Brakeman  Flanagan,  marked  “ Exhibit  C,  ” and 
a letter  from  Master  Mechanic  Dunkerley,  advising  of  the  discipline, 
marked  “ Exhibit  D.  ” 

Committee  contends  that  in  view  of  the  provisions  of  rule  89,  the 
fact  that  this  engine  was  recoaled  for  this  other  fireman  who  was 
called  to  relieve  Mr.  Manning  and  the  further  fact  that  Fireman 
Manning  remained  on  this  engine  until  train  was  ready  to  leave  the 
town,  the  charges  of  refusing  service  on  the  part  of  Fireman  Man- 
ning had  not  been  sustained  and  he  should  be  compensated  for  the 
time  lost  under  the  provisions  of  rule  131,  firemen’s  schedule. 

PoMion  of  ‘management. ^ — Fireman  Manning  was  regularly  as- 
signed to  chain-gang  service  between  Glendive  and  Dickinson,  known 
as  the  second  district  of  the  Yellowstone  Division.  On  February 
19,  1921,  he  was  called  as  fireman  for  extra  east  1821,  a stoker- 
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fired  engine,  due  to  leave  the  roundhouse  at  4 a.  rn.,  and  during  the 
preparatory  period,  while  engine  1821  was  standing  on  the  round- 
house lead.  Fireman  Manning  reported  to  the  roundhouse  foreman 
that  the  engine  was  not  properly  coaled.  Following  a personal  in- 
spection, the  roundhouse  foreman  decided  that  there  was  no  necessity 
for  recoaling  the  engine,  whereupon  Fireman  Manning  stated  that  he 
would  not  go  out  on  this  engine  until  more  coal  was  placed  on  the 
tank.  The  roundhouse  foreman  then  informed  Fireman  Manning 
that  if  that  was  his  position  it  would  be  necessary  to  call  another 
fireman,  which  was  done,  and  Fireman  Manning  was  held  out  of 
service  for  an  investigation. 

Fireman  Manning  was  notified  of  the  charges  preferred  against 
him  for  refusing  service  in  accordance  with  tlie  provisions  of  rule 
131,  -firemen’s  schedule,  and  was  instructed  to  appear  for  formal 
investigation  held  by  the  master  mechanic  on  February  24.  The 
evidence  contained  in  the  transcript  of  the  investigation,  a copy 
of  which  accompanied  the  joint  statement  of  fact  as  Exhibit  A, 
proves  conclusively  that  Fireman  Manning  was  guilty  of  refusing 
service  and  violating  transportation  rule  No.  913,  as  shown  by  the 
following  answers  given  by  Fireman  Manning  to  questions  asked 
by  the  master  mechanic  during  the  investigation: 

Q.  You  also  told  tlie  night  foreman  that  you  would  not  go  out  on  this  engine 
until  there  was  more  coal  put  on  the  tank? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  other  words,  you  refused  to  obey  the  orders  of  the  roundnouse  fore- 
man as  per  transportation  rules  governing  this?  ^ 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Claim  is  made  for  removal  of  the  discipline  assessed  against  the 
personal  record  of  Fireman  Manning  and  pay  for  time  lost,  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  justified  in  the  action  he  took  in  this  matter. 

Knowing  that  the  matter  of  Fireman  Manning  refusing  service 
would  be  investigated,  engine  1821  was  recoaled  before  departure 
by  instructions  of  the  roundhouse  foreman  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining just  how  much  coal  the  tank  was  short  and  it  developed  that 
it  required  one  ton  and  a half  to  provide  a full  tank  of  coal.  Engine 
1821  is  stoker- fired,  the  pit  on  the  tank  of  this  engine  is  7 feet  3 inches, 
and  the  conveyor  extends  the  entire  length  of  the  pit,  equipped  with 
slides  covering  the  conveyor,  which  may  be  removed  at  will,  and 
the  coal  capacity  of  this  tank  is  16  tons.  In  accordance  with  in- 
structions, engines  on  eastbound  trains,  Glendive  to  Dickinson,  are 
recoaled  at  Beach,  an  intermediate  point  41.5  miles  east  of  Glen- 
dive, and  our  records  shoG  that  on  arrival  at  Beach  on  the  date  in 
question,  it  required  but  7 tons  to  provide  a full  tank  of  coal  on 
engine  1821.  This  would  indicate  that  the  coal  consumption  from 
Glendive  to  Beach  is  approximately  7 tons,  and  this  added  to  the 
ton  and  a half  which  the  tank  was  short  at  Glendive,  would  make 
but  8J  tons  gone  out  of  the  tank  on  arrival  at  Beach  if  this  coal  had 
not  been  recoaled  at  Glendive,  or,  in  other  words,  there  would  still 
have  been  7^  tons  of  coal  left  on  the  tender.  The  conveyors  on 
stoker-fired  engines  will  handle  all  of  the  coal  out  of  the  pit  of  the 
tank  and  in  addition  a large  amount  of  coal  will  always  slide  down 
into  the  pit  from  the  raised  portion  of  the  tank  without  the  fireman 
being  required  to  shovel  down  coal. 
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Kule  89  of  the  firemen’s  schedule,  which  is  cited  by  the  firemen  in 
support  of  their  contention,  reads  in  part  as  follows : 

Division  officials  will  endeavor  to  have  engine  coaled  so  as  to  relieve  firemen 
of  shoveling  down  an  excessive  amount  of  coal. 

The  evidence  is  conclusive  that  it  would  have  been  unnecessary  to 
shovel  dov/n  “ an  excessive  amount  of  coal  ” within  the  meaning  of 
the  rule  if  Fireman  Manning  had  made  the  trip,  and  there  ap- 
pears to  be  no  justification  whatever  in  the  arbitrary  attitude  as- 
sumed by  this  fireman  in  refusing  service,  especially  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  a stoker-fired  engine  was  used,  which  requires  little  manual 
labor,  relatively  speaking,  as  compared  with  a hand-fired  engine. 
While  it  is  endeavored  to  have  engines  properly  coaled  at  all  times, 
if  an  engine  is  not  coaled  to  suit  the  ideas  of  the  fireman  it  can  not 
be  considered  sufficient  cause  for  the  fireman  to  refuse  service.  In 
any  event  it  was  improper  to  attempt  to  settle  schedule  questions, 
such  as  were  involved  in  this  particular  case,  while  on  duty,  and  if 
Fireman  Manning  had  any  complaint  to  make  there  is  a regular  and 
orderly  way  in  which  he  could  have  taken  this  matter  up  with  the 
division  officers  in  authority  through  his  local  representative. 

It  is  admitted  by  the  representatives  of  the  firemen  that  Fireman 
Manning  would  not  have  the  right  to  refuse  to  perform  service  merely 
because  in  his  opinion  schedule  provisions  were  being  violated.  In 
answer  to  an  inquiry.  General  Chairman  Gorman  stated  as  follows 
in  his  letter  of  June  30,  1921 : 

Fireman  Manning  vroiild  not  have  a right  to  refuse  to  perform  service  merely 
because  in  his  opinion  the  schedule  provisions  were  being  violated.  * * * 

Local  Committeeman  Beals',  who  represented  Fireman  Manning 
and  was  present  at  the  investigation,  made  the  following  statement 
in  his  letter  of  February  21,  1921,  to  the  master  mechanic: 

Fireman  Manning  said  that  the  engine  would  either  be  recoaled  or  he  would 
not  move  it  until  it  was  recoaled. 

As  further  proof  concerning  the  action  of  Fireman  Manning,  the 
following  is  quoted  from  Brakeman  Flanagan’s  letter  of  February  23  : 

When  Mr.  Stubbs  told  Mr.  Manning  he  couldn’t  give  him  any  more  coal,  Mr. 
Manning  remarked  that  he  would  have  to  have  it  before  we  left.  Then  Mr. 
Stubbs  said  we  will  have  to  call  another  fireman  and  got  down  off  the  engine. 

Also  the  following  statement  is  made  by  Engineer  Palon,  who  was 
in  charge  of  engine  1821,  in  his  letter  of  February  23,  1921,  to  the 
master  mechanic: 

Mr.  Stubbs  told  Mr.  Manning  that  if  he  would  not  go  he  would  call  another 
fireman.  Mr.  Manning  said  he  would  stay  there  until  he  filled  the  tender  with 
coal. 

The  communications  referred  to  above  were  submitted  b;^^  Local 
Representative  Beals  in  support  of  the  position  taken  by  I ireinan 
Manning  and  undoubtedly  will  be  presented  to  the  board  as  docu- 
mentary evidence.  The  statements  contained  therein  as  quoted  above 
prove  conclusively  that  Fireman  Manning  did  refuse  service  unless 
the  engine  was  recoaled.  Also -Fireman  Manning  in  his  own  state- 
ments during  the  investigation  admits  that  he  refused  to  obey  the 
instructions  of  the  roundliouse  foreman  until  more  coal  was  placed 
on  the  tank. 
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This  matter  was  discussed  with  ^Mechanical  Superintendent  Zwi^lit, 
who  in  turn  referred  tlie  matter  to  General  Master  Mechanics  Cutler 
and  Allen — in  whose  territory  there  are  a number  of  stoker-fired 
engines  in  use — with  a view  to  ascertaining  the  amount  of  coal  these 
mechanical  stokers  will  take  out  of  the  tank  without  recpiiring  fire- 
men to  shoA^el  down  coal,  and  submitted  is  a copy  of  Mr.  Zwight’s 
reply,  as  Exhibit  B,  and  a copy  of  Master  Mechanic  Goodman's  letter 
to  General  Master  Mechanic  Allen,  as  Exhibit  C.  The  communica- 
tion from  Master  Mechanic  Goodman  has  reference  to  an  observation 
test  made  by  Road  Foreman  Mills,  who  rode  engine  1833,  a stoker- 
fired  engine,  from  Duluth  to  Staples,  distance  1-17.5  miles.  McGregor, 
the  station  mentioned  in  the  communication,  is  70.5  miles  west  of 
Duluth  and  77  miles  east  of  Staples  and  a coal  dock  is  located  at  this 
point.  However,  attention  is  directed  to  the  fact  that  the  crew  on 
engine  1833  did  not  take  coal  at  McGregor,  but  ran  by  this  dock,, 
also  it  will  be  noted  the  limited  amount  of  time  consumed  by  the 
fireman  pulling  down  coal,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  13  tons 
of  coal  was  consumed  on  this  trip.  If  13  tons  of  coal  can  be  gotten 
to  the  conveyor  of  the  stoker  with  the  small  amount  of  work  as  shown 
by  this  observation  test,  it  is  not  very  difficult  to  surmise  how  much 
extra  service  would  have  been  required  of  Fireman  Manning,  pro- 
viding he  had  left  Glendive  on  the  trip  in  question,  in  the  way  of 
pulling  down  coal  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  amount  of  coal  used 
between  Glendive  and  Beach  and  the  amount  of  coal  it  was  claimed 
the  tank  was  short  at  Glendive,  added  together,  would  indicate  only 
a maximum  of  8-|  tons  of  coal  used  out  of  the  tank  upon  arrival  at 
Beach. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  management  that  Fireman  Manning  was 
guilty  of  refusing  service,  and  considering  the  arbitrary  attitude  as- 
sumed by  Fireman  Manning  in  this  case  it  is  felt  that  he  was  leniently 
dealt  with  in  assessing  10  days’  actual  suspension  against  his  personal 
record  for  violation  of  transportation  rule  913. 

Decision, — Claim  denied. 


DECISION  NO.  45.--CASE  63. 

Chicago,  111.,  December  13,  1921. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Fire- 
men  and  Enginemen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Engineer  J.  R.  Dean  and  fireman,  Montana  Division, 
for  continuous  time  computed  from  time  of  commencing  service 
at  Townsend  until  return  to  Townsend  on  dates  requirecl  to  take 
engine  to  Helena  for  repairs;  claim  for  back  time  covering  period 
March  1,  1920,  to  October  15,  1920,  while  assigned  to  Townsend 
pusher. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — The  territory  between  Townsend  and 
Helena  is  designated  in  the  time-table  as  a pusher  district.  The 
distance  from  Townsend  to  Helena  is  33.2  miles,  and  crews  are  as- 
signed to  this  service  with  home  terminal  at  Townsend.  ' Records 
indicate  it  has  been  the  practice  since  January,  1915,  to  which  no 
objections  were  raised  prior  to  the  presentation  of  this  claim,  when 
necessary  to  send  pusher  engines  to  Helena  for  repairs  or  wash- 
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out,  the  latter  being  a regularly  established  terminal  for  Montana 
Division  crews,  to  release  the  puslier  crew  at  Helena,  paying  them 
a minimum  of  100  miles  for  all  service  rendered  from  time  called 
at  Townsend  until  released  at  Helena,  the  crew  commencing  a new 
da}^  when  again  called  for  service  at  Helena,  after  the  work  on  the 
engine  was  completed,  for  the  return  trip  to  Townsend  for  which 
they  were  allowed  a minimum  of  100  miles  for  service  rendered 
until  tied  up  at  Townsend. 

This  practice  continued  until  October  15,  1920,  when  instruc- 
tions were  issued  that  this  practice  would  be  discontinued  and  when 
necessary  to  send  pusher  engines  to  Helena  for  repairs  or  washout 
that  arrangements  would  be  made  to  change  engines  at  Townsend 
with  the  local  freight  crew  assigned  to  service  between  Logan  and 
Helena.  On  December  14,  1920,  owing  to  the  exigencies  of  the 
service,  it  was  not  convenient  to  change  engines  with  the  local  crew, 
and  Engineer  Dean  and  fireman,  who  were  assigned  to  Townsend 
pusher  service,  brought  their  engine  to  Helena  for  repairs,  and 
submitted  trip  slip  claiming  continuous  time  from  the  time  of  com- 
mencing service  at  Townsend  until  their  return  and  subsequent  re- 
lease from  duty  at  Townsend,  which  was  allowed  as  claimed  on 
the  regular  pay  roll. 

On  January  15,  1921,  Engineer  Dean  23resented  time  slips  to  cover 
1)ack  payments  for  himself  and  fireman  from  January  1,  1920, 
to  October  15,  1920,  for  continuous  time  on  account  of  being  tied  up 
at  Helena  on  dates  required  to  take  engine  to  Helena  for  repairs 
or  washout.  The  general  chairmen  representing  the  engineers  and 
firemen  later  modified  this  claim  and  are  now  presenting  claim  for 
back  time  covering  the  period  from  March  1,  1920.  to  October  15, 
1920. 

Position  of  committees, — Through  a misunderstanding  of  the  ap- 
plication of  schedule  rules,  engineers  and  firemen  on  pusher  service 
between  Townsend  and  Helena  did  not  make  claim  for  continuous 
time  from  the  time  they  left  Townsend,  the  home  terminal  of 
their  assignment,  until  their  return  to  that  point,  but  permitted 
the  company  to  automatically  release  them  at  Helena  where  en- 
gine was  held  for  repairs,  and  start  a neAv  day  upon  lea^fing  that 
point.  Claim  was  presented  by  Engineer  Dean  and  fireman  for 
back  payment  on  account  of  being  held  at  Elelena  from  January  7, 
1920,  to  XoA^ember  27,  1920.  The  committee  is  sustaining  this  claim 
from  March  1,  1920,  to  NoA’ember  27,  1920,  or  from  tlie  time  that 
roads  Avere  returned  to  private  control.  While  the  company  has 
agreed  to  assume  part  of  the  responsibility  for  improper  pay- 
ment on  account  of  the  position  taken  by  the  railroad  company 
with  regard  to  making  deductions  on  account  of  OA^erpayment  of 
engineers  and  firemen  in  this  territory,  our  committee  did  not  feel 
that  they  could  consistently  accept  the  company’s  proposal. 

It  has  always  been  the  position  of  the  committees  that  the  company 
was  within  its  rights  to  go  back  and  make  deductions  when  OA^erpay- 
nient  had  taken  place,  but  the  committees  haA^e  also  contended  that 
they  had  the  same  right  to  go  back  and  collect  underpayment  due  men 
under  the  contract  where  the  rules  haA^e  been  improperly  applied  by 
the  company.  And  while  the  company  refers  to  the  fact  that  the 
schedules  provide  for  a 60-day  limit  within  Avhich  grievances  may  be 
presented,  the  organizations  haA^e  neA^er  recognized  that  this  provision 
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applied  to  the  i>ay  contract.  We  are  sul^mitting  letters  covering  de- 
ductions in  the  pay  of  engineers  and  firemen  in  pusher  service  on 
account  of  overpayment  occurring  during  1918  and  1919  on  Townsend 
Hill,  marked  Exhibit  C and  Exhibit  D.  We  have  stated  to  the  rail- 
road company  in  discussing  these  claims  that  \ve  were  willing  to 
recognize  equal  responsibility  in  this  underpayment  if  they  in  turn 
would  recognize  equal  responsibility  in  this  overpayment,  but  that 
we  did  not  believe  that  the  door  should  swing  only  one  way. 

In  1919  a somewhat  similar  case  occurred  on  the  Tacoma  Division 
on  what  was  known  as  the  American  Lake  assignment.  This  crew 
was  assigned  to  a combination  passenger  and  freight  service  and  were 
paid  the  mixed-train  rate  for  the  entire  service.  After  the  run  had 
been  on  for  practically  eight  months,  this  engine  crew  made  claim  for 
a new  day  on  account  of  leaving  their  terminal  after  the  eight-hour 
period  and  requested  retroactive  payments  from  the  date  the  run  was 
put  out.  The  company  then  took  the  position  that  the  run  had  been 
improperly  paid  and  that  crew  should  have  been  paid  passenger  rates 
for  the  time  engaged  in  passenger  service  and  freight  rates  for  the 
time  engaged  in  freight  service,  and  deductions  in  the  pay  of  these 
men  were  ordered  accordingly.  After  these  deductions  had  been  made 
by  the  general  superintendent,  claim  was  appealed  to  the  assistant 
general  manager  at  St.  Paul  and  was  adjusted  on  the  basis  of  allowing 
a minimum  day’s  pay  at  local  freight  rates  and  a minimum  day  under 
the  8- within- 10-hour  passenger  ruling  in  addition  to  an  allowance 
for  switching  at  the  terminals.  This  called  for  another  readjustment 
on  this  run  covering  the  entire  period  the  run  had  been  in  operation. 

In  numerous  cases  the  company  has  gone  back  for  quite  an  extended 
period  and  made  adjustment  where  it  could  be  shown  that  men  had 
not  been  paid  in  accordance  with  the  schedule  rules  and  on  the  other 
hand  they  have  gone  back  for  considerable  periods  and  collected  over- 
payments where  men  had  been  paid  more  than  the  contract  called  for. 
As  previously  stated,  our  committee  has  never  questioned  the  com- 
pany’s right  to  take  av/ay  money  from  the  men  where  through  mis- 
understanding of  the  rules  the  men  had  been  overpaid,  and  we  expect 
that  when  our  men  are  underpaid  by  reason  of  their  being  unfamiliar 
with  the  proper  application  of  a rule  covering  payment  for  service 
performed  the  company  will  be  as  prompt  to  correct  this  underpay- 
ment as  they  were  to  collect  the  overpayment.  While  Engineer  Dean 
and  fireman  are  mentioned  in  this  claim,  one  other  engineer  and  six 
firemen  are  involved.  The  service  performed  by  these  men  was  iden- 
tical to  that  performed  by  Engineer  Dean  and  fireman. 

The  company  contends  that  while  it  is  a fact  that  engineers  and 
firemen  in  pusher  service  between  Townsend  and  Helena  were  not 
handled  in  accordance  with  schedule  rules  governing,  that  this  local 
arrangement  had  apparently  been  satisfactory  to  the  men  as  well  as 
to  the  management.  The  committees  have  no  knowledge  of  any 
special  agreement  covering  the  practice  referred  to  and  the  men  in- 
volved deny  any  knowledge  of  an  agreement  to  set  aside  the  pro- 
visions of  the  schedule  rules  covering  payment  for  this  service. 

Position  of  management. — The  crew  assigned  to  pusher  service 
between  Townsend  and  Helena  known  as  the  Toivnsend  pusher  is 
assigned  with  home  terminal  at  Townsend.  At  least  once  a week  it 
is  necessary  to  send  this  engine  to  Helena  for  washout  or  repail's,  and 
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this  practice,  records  indicate,  has  been  in  existence  since  January, 
1915,  until  it  was  changed  October  15,  1920,  to  have  the  regularly 
assigned  pusher  crew  accompany  this  engine  to  Helena  on  those 
occasions.  Upon  arrival  at  Helena,  wdiich  is  a regularly  constituted 
terminal  for  Montana  Division  crews,  and  is  the  division  terminus, 
the  pusher  crew  was  released  from  duty,  and  for  the  service  ren- 
dered prior  to  tying  up  was  allowed  a minimum  of  100  miles.  After 
repair  or  washout  was  completed,  the  crew  was  again  called  for 
service,  returning  to  Townsend  with  the  engine,  for  which  the  crew 
was  compensated  as  commencing  a new  day. 

From  all  information  available,  there  is  no  question  that  this 
method  of  operation  was  entirely  satisfactory  to  the  enginemen  prior 
to  the  presentation  of  the  claim  of  Engineer  Dean  and  fireman,  as 
it  permitted  the  Townsend  pusher  crew  to  have  a regular  engine  in- 
stead of  exchanging  engines  each  time  the  crew  was  sent  to  Helena 
with  their  engine  for  washout  and  repairs  and  it  was  to  their  accom- 
modation as  well  as  the  management’s  that  this  practice  was  allowed 
to  continue  in  effect  extending  over  a period  of  practically  six  years. 
On  October  15,  1920,  this  practice  was  discontinued  and  arrange- 
ments were  made  to  change  engines  at  Townsend  with  the  local 
freight  crew  assigned  to  service  between  Logan  and  Helena  which 
was  done  to  avoid  excessive  light  engine  mileage.  On  December  14, 
or  two  months  subsequent  to  the  discontinuance  of  this  practice,  it 
became  necessary  to  send  Engineer  Dean  and  fireman  assigned  to 
Townsend  pusher  to  Helena  for  engine  repairs  as  for  some  reason 
it  was  not  convenient  to  change  engines  with  the  local  crew  on  this 
date,  and  for  the  service  performed  Engineer  Dean  presented  time 
slip  for  himself  and  fireman,  claiming  continuous  time  computed 
from  the  time  commencing  service  at  Townsend  until  their  return  to 
Towmsend,  which  was  allowed  as  claimed. 

On  January  15,  1921,  Engineer  Dean  submitted  time  slips  to  cover 
back  payments  for  himself  and  fireman  from  January  1,  1920,  to 
October  15,  1920,  for  continuous  time  on  account  of  being  tied  up 
at  Helena  for  engine  repairs,  which  is  supported  by  the  general 
chairman  to  the  extent  that  back  payments  should  extend  from 
March  1,  1920,  to  October  15,  1920,  on  the  ground  that  this  pusher 
crew  should  not  have  been  tied  up  at  Helena.  Wliile  the  previous 
arrangement  remained  in  effect,  no  protest  at  any  time  was  entered 
nor  was  any  claim  presented  for  continuous  time,  indicating  that  the 
practice  of  tying  up  the  Towmsend  pusher  crew  at  Helena  and  hold- 
ing them  until  repairs  on  their  engine  had  been  completed  was  en- 
tirely satisfactory  to  them,  but  it  would  appear  after  the  claim  on 
December  14,  1920,  was  paid  and  the  practice  which  previously  had 
been  in  effect  was  discontinued,  the  thought  occurred  to  the  engine- 
men  that  they  could  collect  back  payments  on  the  ground  that  sched- 
ule rules  had  been  misapplied,  which  from  the  management’s  point 
of  view  is  entirely  unfair,  as  it  is  their  understanding  each  party  to 
a contract  is  equally  responsible  for  the  observance  thereof.  Para- 
graph (c),  rule  131,  and  similar  rule  appearing  in  the  firemen’s 
schedule  reads  as  follows: 

Grievances  not  presented  within  sixty  days  shall  not  thereafter  be  considered. 

This  is  a general  rule  and  it  is  the  managemenFs  understanding 
the  term  “ grievance  ” applies  to  any  matter,  whether  it  has  to  do 
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with  discipline  or  application  of  schedule  rules  involving  adjust- 
ments in  pay  which  representatives  of  the  organizations  may  see 
fit  to  present  for  adjustment  through  the  regular  channel.  The 
facts  in  this  case  indicate  Engineer  Dean  submitted  time  slips  to 
the  superintendent  on  January  15,  1921,  for  back  pay  covering  the 
period  between  January  1,  1920,  and  October  15,  1920,  or  after  the 
lapse  of  60  days  from  the  time  of  rendering  service,  and  under 
application  of  paragraph  (c),  rule  13*1,  the  claim  for  back  pay  is 
m default,  which  was  the  position  taken  by  the  superintendent  and 
sustained  by  the  managem.ent  in  denying  the  claim.  Due  to  the 
fact  that  the  practice  of  tying  up  the  Townsend  pusher  crew  at 
Helena  for  repairs  to  their  engine  remained  in  e:3fect  for  a number 
of  years  up  to  the  time  of  its  discontinuance  on  October  15,  1920, 
without  a protest  of  any  kind  having  been  entered  or  any  claim 
having  been  presented,  the  management  feels  it  is  unfair  at  the 
present  time  to  expect  them  to  carry  the  entire  burden  of  the  mis- 
application of  schedule  rules,  for  the  men  certainly  were  as  much  at 
fault  as  the  management.  In  the  decision  rendered  by  Board  No. 
1,  Docket  1764,  they  stated  as  follows: 

=!:  * * fr^gg  Qf  ^iig  company  continued  the  same  starting 

time  for  these  crev/s  month  after  month,  and  in  some  cases  for  over  a year 
and  a half;  and  on  the  other  hand  no  complaint  or  protest  whatever  appears 
at  any  time  to  have  been  made  to  the  management  against  the  practice  at  any 
of  the  points  involved.  * * * 

The  board  feels  that  both  parties  to  this  controversy  must  share  the  respon- 
sibility for  letting  these  improper  starting  times  continue  up  to  the  time  of 
the  raising  of  the  issue  by  the  committee  in  case  No.  243.  But  when  the  issue 
was  raised  in  that  case,  the  management  was  put  on  notice  that  its  practice 
was  protested  and  it  should  have  known  that  such  practice  was  clearly  in 
violation  of  Decision  No.  1. 

Claim  denied. 

The  attention  of  the  Board  is  also  directed  to  the  decision  ren- 
dered by  Board  No.  1 in  case  1984  (C.  C.  C.  & St.  L.  B.  K.).  It  is 
the  position  of  the  management  that  the  claim  of  Engineer  Dean 
and  fireman  for  back  pay  is  not  a legitimate  one  for  the  reason  that 
it  was  not  presented  within  60  days  of  the  service  rendered  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (c),  rule  131,  quoted, 
and  for  the  reasons  set  forth  in  the  decisions  rendered  by  Railwa}^ 
Board  of  Adjustment  No.  1 in  Docket  Cases  1764  and  1984  which 
provide  that  in  'cases  involving  misapplication  of  schedule  rules,  the 
employees  interested  are  held  equally  responsible  with  the  manage- 
ment for  the  proper  observance  thereof  to  the  extent  of  at  least 
calling  the  management’s  attention  to  the  misapplication  of  rules 
and  entering  a protest,  which  was  not  done  in  this  case. 

Decision. — At  the  hearing  on  this  case  it  was  admitted  that  this 
crew  was  assigned  between  Townsend  and  Helena  on  turnaround 
basis,  and  should  be  paid  accordingly.  While  the  Board  does  not 
understand  paragraph  (c)  of  rule  131  is  applicable  in  this  case,  it 
was  admitted  that  it  was  not  complied  with  by  either  party,  and 
evidence  was  submitted  by  the  employees  showing  that  deductions 
had  been  made  from  the  pay  of  employees  dating  back  several 
months ; therefore,  claim  is  sustained. 
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DECISION  NO.  46.— CASE  5. 

Chicago,  111.,  December  15,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  (Coast  Lines). 

Claim  of  the  organization  for  24  cents  a day  for  engine  foremen 
and  IT  cents  a day  for  heljiers  on  Gallup  coal  run  from  January  1, 
1919.  to  May  1,  1920.  This  claim  is  based  on  the  contention  of  the 
organization  that  “Supplement  No.  16  to  General  Order  No.  27” 
was  not  properly  applied. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — Prior  to  the  period  of  Federal  control  of 
railways,  yardmen  emplo^^ed  upon  the  Gallup  coal  run  were  paid  as 
follow^s:  Engine  foremen.  $124.50  per  month;  helpers,  $104.50  per 

month ; for  the  calendar  working  days  of  the  month  constitute  a 
month’s  work.  Sundays  extra  at  pro  rata  rates  if  worked.  General 
Order  No.  27  inci  eased  these  rates  to  $153  for  foremen  and  $136  for 
helpers,  respectively,  per  month.  Under  supplement  No.  16  to  Gen- 
eral Order  No.  27  the  railway  company  multiply  the  monthly  rate  of 
foreman  and  helper,  upon  the  Gallup  coal  run,  respectively,  by  12  and 
divided  by  313,  producing  a daily  rate  for  the  foremen  of  $5.87  and 
for  helpers  $5.21.  Prior  to  the  effective  date  of  General  Order  No. 
27  day  yardmen  employed  at  Gallup  received  for  work  within  the 
Gallup  yard  50  cents  an  hour  and  helpers  464  cents  per  hour,  eight 
hours  or  less  to  constitute  a day’s  work.  General  Order  No.  27  and 
Interpretation  No.  1 to  that  order  established  daily  rates  of  $5.20  for 
day  foreman  and  $4.94  for  day.  helper.  Supplement  No.  16  to  Gen- 
eral Order  No.  27  increased  the  rates  of  engine  foremen  within  the 
Gallup  yard  to  $5.44  per  day.  and  helpers  to  $5.11.  No  increase  was 
given  the  men  employed  upon  the  Gallup  coal  run. 

Position  of  committee. — The  contention  of  the  organization  is 
that  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Supplement  No.  16  to  General  Order 
No.  27,  questions  112  and  114  made  mandatory  upon  the  railroads 
tlie  establishment  of  daily  rates  in  yard  service,  and  we  find  that  this 
order  creates  the  following  rates  for  yardmen  employed  upon  the 
Gallup  coal  run:  Engine  foremen,  $5.87  per  day;  helpers,  $5.21  per 

day;  a differential  over  rates  paid  men  employed  within  the  Gallup 
yard,  who  received  as  follows:  Engine  foremen,  $5.20  per  day; 
helpers,  $4.94  per  day — of  67  cents  per  day  for  foremen  and  27  cents 
per  day  for  helpers.  Supplement  No.  16  increased  the  Gallup  yard- 
men as  follows:  Engine  foremen,  from  $5.20  to  $5.44  per  day; 
helpers,  from  $4.94  to  $5.11  per  day.  4Ye  contend  that  the  dif- 
ferentials of  67  cents  and  27  cents  should  have  been  added  to  the 
respective  increased  rates  which  would  have  produced  a rate  of  $6.11 
]jer  day  for  foremen  and  $5.38  per  day  for  helpers  on  the  Gallup  coal 
run ; but  instead  the  Gallup  coal  run  rates  of  $5.87  and  $5.21  were 
not  increased,  and  by  not  having  increased  these  rates  or  main- 
tained these  differentials,  the  foreman  on  the  Gallup  coal  run  has 
been  deprived  of  24  cents  per  day  and  the  helpers  17  cents  per  day 
from  March  1 to  May  1,  1920. 

I¥e  maintain  that  our  contentions  that  these  differentials  should 
have  been  continued  is  supported  by  question  113  and  answer  thereto. 
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Position  of  maTuigement. — That  thei-e  never  has  been  a ‘‘  differ- 
ential ” within  the  meaning  of  Supplement  No.  16  to  General  Order 
No.  27  on  the  Gallup  coal  run. 

Decision. — In  accordance  with  the  agreement  between  representa- 
tives of  the  employees  and  the  director  genera]  indicated  in  interpre- 
tations issued  as  a result  thereof,  the  Board  decides  that  the  claim 
of  organizations  is  sustained  from  March  1,  1920,  to  May  1,  1920. 


DECISION  NO.  47.— CASE  11. 

Chicago,  III.,  December  15,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  (Coast  Lines). 

Use  of  “ pay  period  ” under  the  held-away-from-home-terminal 
rule,  as  a service  period  in  connection  with  deadhead  trips  and  }iay 
one-half  time  for  deadhead  service. 

J oint  statement  of  facts.—Th.^  first  paragraph  of  Article  XXVII 
of  trainmen’s  schedule  reads : 

Crews  deadheading  under  orders  will  be  allowed  one-half  regular  rates,  pro- 
vided they  perform  other  service  on  that  day;  if  no  other  ser\dce  performed 
on  that  day,  they  shall  be  paid  full  rates  for  one  hundred  miles.  (Under  this 
clause  service  or  deadhead  trips  will  attach  to  the  calendar  day  on  which 
commenced. ) 

After  the  issuance  of  Supplement  No.  25  to  General  Order  No.  27, 
under  which  the  trainmen  were  granted  a held-away-from-home- 
terminal  rule  (Article  VIII,  Supplement  No.  25)  the  railway  com- 
pany issued  the  following : 

Trainmen’s  contract  provides  that  half  mileage  will  be  paid  to  train  crews 
for  deadheading  when  other  service  is  performed  on  same  date.  If  no  other 
service  is  performed,  100  miles,  full  rate,  allowed. 

If  chain-gang  train  crew  is  held  at  the  away-from-horae  terminal  eight  hours 
beyond  the  16-hour  period  (and,  for  which,  of  course,  a minirnum  of  100  miles 
must  be  allowed),  and  are  then  called  to  deadhead,  the  payment  of  the  eight 
hours  held  at  the  away -from -home-terminal  will  be  considered  other  service  ” 
in  connection  with  the  deadhead  movement. 

If  held  less  than  eight  hours  over  the  16-hour  period,  which  under  ruling  of 
February  20  will  be  paid  as  an  arbitrary  allowance  inasmuch  as  less  than  a 
minimum  day  is  allowed  under  such  circumstances,  this  will  not  be  considered 
“ other  service  ” in  connection  with  deadheading.  That  is  to  say,  under  the 
former  circumstances,  the  crew  would  be  allowed  half  mileage  for  deadhead- 
ing, and  under  the  latter  would  be  allowed  100  miles  at  full  rate. 

Position  of  committees. — The  organizR,tions  protest  this  method  of 
payment,  contending  that  payments  made  under  the  held-away-from- 
home-terminai  rule  do  not  affect  deadhead  allowance. 

Position  of  management. — ^That  it  is  proper  to  consider  the  pay- 
ment of  a minimum  day  “ other  service  ” in  connection  with  pay- 
ments under  Article  XXVII  of  the  schedule. 

Decision. — The  exception  in  Article  XXVII  of  the  conductors’  and 
trainmen’s  agreement  as  to  the  payment  of  full  rates  for  deadheading 
is  based  on  the  performance  of  other  service;  in  other  words,  if  a 
crew  deadheading  under  orders  performs  other  service  on  the  same 
calendar  day,  only  half  rates  will  be  paid  for  the  deadheading. 

The  case  before  the  Board  involves  a ruling  issued  by  the  com- 
pany under  which  it  declines  to  pay  full  time  for  deadheading  be- 
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eause  of  payments  made  under  Article  VIII,  Supplement  No.  25, 
when  a crew  is  held  at  the  away-from-home  terminal  8 hours  after 
16  hours  held,  while  agreeing  to  pay  full  rates  is  held  less  than 
8 hours.  Thus  time  paid  for  under  Article  VIII,  Supplement  No.  25, 
is  classed  as  other  service  in  one  ease  and  not  in  another. 

The  position  of  the  railway  company  is  not  sustained. 


DECISION  NO.  48.— CASE  25. 

Chicago,  lU^  December  15,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Ctmductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Conductor  Baird,  Seattle  Division,  for  continuous  time 
November  28,  1920,  for  trip  in  work-train  service  Auburn  to  Arling- 
ton and  return  to  Auburn. 

Joint  statement  of  facts, — Conductor  Baird  and  crew  were  called 
at  Auburn  for  work-train  service,  commencing  work  at  1.30  a.  m.,  No- 
vember 28,  wdth  instructions  to  handle  wrecking  outfit  from  Auburn 
to  Arlington  and  turn  wrecking  outfit  over  to  another  crew  on  the 
Barrington  Branch.  Crew  arrived  at  Arlington  6.25  a.  m.,  and 
tied  up  at  T a.  m.,  after  being  on  duty  5 houre  and  30  minutes,  for 
wliich  they  were  allowed  10  hours’  work-train  pay  under  the  applica- 
tion of  paragraph  (<?),  rule  14^  Article  II  of  conductors’  schedule, 
reading : 

Corrdiictors  cm  work- train  assignment  of  less  than  six  (6>  days  will  not  be 
tied  up  betw.een  terminals  prior  to  the  expiration  of  ten  (10)  hours’  service;  if 
tied  up  prior  to  ten  (10)  hours^  time  for  ten  (10)  hours’  service  will  be  allowed. 

The  wrecking  outfit  was  then  handled  by  another  crew  on  the 
Barrington  branch  to  pick  up  wreck,  and  Conductor  Baird  was  held 
at  Arlington  until  this  work  was  completed,  then  being  called  for 
service  at  10.45  p.  m.,  November  28  to  return  from  Arlington  to 
Auburn  with  the  wrecking  outfit  and  the  wrecked  cars,  arriving  and 
tying  up  at  Auburn  at  7.50  a.  m.,  November  29,  after  being  on  duty 
9 hours  and  5 minutes,  for  which  he  was  allowed  10  hours’  pay  at 
work-train  rates.  Conductor  Baird  claims  continuous  time  at 
through  freight  rates  from  the  time  of  leaving  Auburn  until  return, 
computed  from  1.30  a.  m.,  November  28  until  7.50  a.  m.,  November  29, 
or  a total  of  140  miles  and  19  hours  8 minutes’  overtime  at  time  and 
one-half,  on  the  ground  that  this  constituted  through  freight  service 
and  not  work-train  service,  inasmuch  as  the  crew  was  not  actually 
employed  picking  up  the  wreck,  and  that  rule  29,  Article  III  of  the 
conductors’  schedule,  reading  as  follows,  is  applicable : 

The  following  rules  agreed  to  at  Chicago,  effective  April  1,  1908 : 

(«)  Under  the  laws  limiting  the  hours  on  duty,  crews  in  road  service  will  not 
be  tied  up  unless  it  is  apparent  that  the  trip  can  not  be  completed  within  the 
lawful  time ; and  not  then  until  after  the  expiration  of  14  hours  on  -duty 
under  the  Federal  law,  or  nithin  two  hours  of  the  time  limit  provided  by  State 
laws  if  State  laws  govern. 

( & ) If  road  crews  are  tied  up  in  a less  number  of  hours  than  provided  in  the 
preceding  paragrapli,  they  shall  not  be  regarded  as  having  been  tied  up  under 
the  law,  and  their  services  will  be  paid  for  under  the  individual  schedules  of 
the  diffei-ent  roads. 
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(c)  Wlien  roiul  ('rews  are  tied  up  between  terminals  under  the  law,  they  shall 
again  be  considered  on  duty  and  unde)’  pay  iinniediately  upon  the  exi)iratioii  of 
the  niinimuin  legal  period  off  duty  applicable  to  the  crew ; provided  the  longest 
period  of  rest  required  by  any  member  of  the  crew,  either  8 or  10  hours,  to 
be  the  period  of  rest  for  the  entii-e  crew, 

(d)  A continuous  trip  will  cover  movement  straightaway  or  turnaround  from 
initial  point  to  the  destination  ti’ain  is  making  when  ordered  to  tie  up.  If  any 
change  is  made  in  the  destination  after  the  crew  is  released  for  rest,  a new 
trip  will  commence  when  the  crew  resumes  duty. 

(e)  Road  crews  tied  up  under  the  law  will  be  paid  the  time  or  mileage  of 
their  schedule  from  initial  point  to  tie-up  point.  When  such  crews  resume 
duty  on  a continued  trip,  they  will  be  paid  from  the  tie-up  point  to  the  termi- 
nal on  the  following  basis;  for  fifty  (50)  miles  or  less  or  four  (4)  hours  or 
less,  one-half  day;  for  more  than  fifty  (50)  miles  or  moi-e  than  four  (4)  hours, 
actual  miles  or  hours,  whichever  is  the  greater,  with  a minimum  of  one  day. 
It  is  understood  that  this  paragraph  does  not  permit  crews  to  be  run  through 
terminals. 

(f)  Road  crews  tied  up  for  rest  under  the  law  and  then  towed  or  deadheaded 
into  terminal,  with  or  without  engine  or  caboose,  will  be  paid  therefor  the 
same  as  if  they  had  run  the  train  to  such  terminals. 

Position  of  committees. — Conductor  Baird  was  in  pool  and  unas- 
signed service  on  the  Seattle  division,  Northern  Pacific  Railway,  run- 
ning first  in  and  first  out  of  Auburn,  Wash.  He  was  called  for  a work 
train  to  leave  Auburn  at  1.30  a.  m.,  November  28,  with  instructions 
to  handle  wrecker  outfit  to  Arlington  and  on  arrival  at  Arlington  to 
turn  wrecking  outfit  over  to  another  conductor  and  tie  up.  After 
having  been  tied  up  16  hours,  Conductor  Baird  was  called  for  a work 
train  to  leave  Arlington  at  10.45  p.  m.,  November  28,  with  wreck- 
ing outfit  and  six  cars  of  logs,  leaving  logs  at  Everett  and  wreck- 
ing outfit  at  Auburn.  The  conductor  to  whom  wrecking  outfit  had 
been  turned  over  at  Arlington  had  picked  up  six  cars  of  logs  which 
had  been  derailed,  brought  them  to  Arlington  and  turned  logs  and 
wrecking  outfit  over  to  Conductor  Baird  for  him  to  handle. 

The  committeee  contends  that  the  conductor  should  not  have  been 
called  and  tagged  as  being  in  work-train  service  when  no  work- 
train  service  was  performed,  which  we  belive  was  done  in  this  in- 
stance to  evade  payment  of  continuous  time.  The  committee  further 
contends  that  Conductor  Baird  did  not  perform  work-train  service 
and  that  his  payment  should  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  rule  29,  Article  III. 

Position  of  manage  me  Yit.---Qor\di\JiQ.ioT  Baird  and  crew  were  called  at 
Auburn  for  work-train  service,  with  instructions  to  handle  wreck- 
ing outfit  from  Auburn  to  Arlington  and  turn  wrecking  outfit  over 
to  another  crew  on  the  Barrington  branch.  It  is  the  contention  of 
the  conductors  that  this  constituted  through  freight  service  and  not 
work-train  service  inasmuch  as  the  crew  was  not  actually  employed 
picking  up  the  wreck,  and  claim  is  made  for  continuous  time  com- 
puted from  the  time  they  commenced  service  at  Auburn  at  1.30  a.  m., 
November  28  until  their  return  to  Auburn  at  7.50  a.  m.,  November 
29,  on  account  of  being  tied  up  at  Arlington,  an  intermediate  point, 
prior  to  the  expiration  of  14  hours.  Attention  is  directed  to  the 
fact  that  the  call  specified  work-train  service,  also  that  this  crew 
handled  the  wrecking  outfit  exclusively  on  the  going  trip  and  re- 
turned with  it  from  Arlington  to  Auburn  with  the  wrecked  cars. 
This  was  essentially  work-train  service,  and  the  fact  that  they  were 
not  actually  employed  in  picking  up  the  wreck  on  the  Barrington 
branch  would  not  in  any  manner  support  the  contention  of  the  con- 
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ductor  that  this  automatically  classed  this  service  as  through-freight 
aud  Tiot  work-train  service.  It  was  not  desirable  to  employ  this  crew 
to  pick  up  the  wreckage,  as  it  was  necessary  to  return  the  wrecker 
to  Auburn,  the  division  headquarters,  as  soon  as  possible,  and  in 
order  to  facilitate  tlie  movement  and  avoid  working  the  crew  in  ex- 
cess of  16  hours  they  were  tied  up  and  released  from  duty  upon  their 
arrival  at  Arlington.  If  this  crew  had  been  required  to  remain  on 
duty  the  full  spread  of  time,  the  time  in  service  would  have  amounted 
to  30  hours  and  30  minutes. 

Inasmuch  as  this  crew  was  ordered  and  called  for  work-train  serv- 
ice to  handle  the  wrecking  outht.  it  is  the  contention  of  the  manage- 
ment that  paragraph  (c),  rule  14,  Article  II  of  the  conductors 
schedule,  quoted  in  the  joint  statement  of  facts,  is  properly  applica- 
ble, although  it  would  appear  in  this  instance  that  the  crew  was  over- 
paid to  some  extent.  They  were  allowed  10  hours’  pay  for  move- 
ment from  Auburn  to  Arlington,  which  was  proper,  as  they  were 
tied  up  at  an  intermediate  point,  but  on  the  return  trip  from  Arling- 
ton to  Auburn,  for  which  they  Avere  alloAved  10  hours,  the}^  should 
not  have  been  allowed  more  than  the  actual  time  or  mileage  Avith  a 
minimum  of  one  day’s  pay,  as  they  Avere  returned  to  their  home  ter- 
minal and  not  tied  up  at  an  intermediate  point. 

The  management  is  not  taking  issue  on  the  fact  that  this  crew 
Avas  oA'erpaicl  under  the  application  of  paragraph  (c),  rule  14,  but 
attention  is  being  directed  to  the  fact  merely  to  outline  the  proper  ap- 
plication of  the  rule.  It  is  the  position  of  the  management  that  Con- 
ductor Baird  and  creAv  haA’e  already  been  paid  more  than  they  are 
entitled  to  under  the  proper  application  of  paragraph  (e)  of  the 
rule  referred  to  coA^ering  single-day  work-train  service. 

Decision . — Claim  sustained . 


DECISION  NO.  49.— CASE  27. 

Chivaf/o,  III..  December  15,  1921, 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  8t.  Paul  Division  passenger  conductors  for  back  pay 
on  runs  betAveen  Brainerd  and  Morris,  on  the  basis  of  one-twenty- 
sixth  of  the  monthly  guarantee,  retroactive  to  June  15, 1920,  under  the 
a})plication  of  rules  1 and  2,  article  1,  of  conductor’s  schedule. 

Joinf  stolement  of  facts. — Eule  2,  Article  I,  conductors’  schedule, 
reads  as  folloAvs: 

ia)  Rates  for  coiidiictors  on  trains  propelled  by  steam  or  other  motive 
power:  Per  mile,  4.67  cents;  per  day,  $7.23.A,  per  month,  as  shown  in  rule  1. 

(b)  One  hundred  aud  fifty  (150)  miles  or  less  (straightaway  or  turnaround) 
shall  constitute  a day’s  work.  Miles  in  excess  of  150  will  be  paid  for  at  the 
mileage  rates  provided. 

A passenger  day  begins  at  the  time  of  reporting  for  duty  for  the  initial  trip. 
Daily  rates  obtain  until  the  miles  made  at  the  mileage  rates  exceed  the  daily 
minimum. 

Assigned  conductors  Avill  not  be  used  on  runs  other  than  those  to  which 
regularly  assigned  to  make  up  monthly  guarantee. 

Assigned  conductors  used  outside  their  regular  assignments  wdll  be  paid  for 
such  service  in  addition  to  regular  pay  at  regular  rate  for  service  rendered. 

/ A conductor  relieving  a regularly  assigned  passenger  man  will  be  paid  not  less 
than  the  regular  man  would  have  received. 
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Note. — The  application  of  paragraph  (f),  rule  11,  and  rule  30  of  Article  T 
not  changed  by  this  rule. 

(c)  Passenger  conductors  will  be  iisslgned  to  cover  main  line  runs  f^xrlu- 
sively  and  others  for  branch  line  runs,  except  where  a conductor  rums  on  both 
branch  and  main  line  on  a continuous  trip  on  same  train. 

(d)  For  special  passenger  service  such  as  president’s,  general  manager’s, 
general  superintendent’s,  superintendents’,  and  other  officers’  s])ecials,  also 
officers’  trains  from  other  lines  that  are  not  revenue  trains,  rate  will  be  for 
passenger  conductors,  $0.0467  per  mile,  with  a minimum  of  $7,235  iier  day ; 
150  miles  or  less,  7 hours  30  minutes  or  less,  to  c*onstitute  a day,  overtime 
at  not  less  than  one-eighth  of  the  daily  rate  per  hour. 

On  runs  of  150  miles  or  less  overtime  will  begin  at  the  expiration  of  7 hours 
30  minutes;  on  runs  of  over  150  miles  overtime  will  begin  when  the  time  on 
duty  exceeds  the  miles  run  divided  by  20. 

and  the  runs  in  question  are  tabulated  as  follows : 

EUEE  1,  AliTICLE  I. 

St.  Paul  and  Brainerd,  one  single  trip  per  day — monthly  guarantee,  $217. 

Brainerd  and  Morris,  one  single  trip  per  day,  except  Sunday — monthly  guar- 
antee, $217. 

Records  show  that  subsequent  to  1900  three  crews  were  assigned 
to  the  service  as  tabulated,  alternating  on  the  different  runs;  the 
crew  reaching  St.  Paul  from  Brainerd  on  No.  12  returns  to  Brainerd 
the  same  day  on  No.  11,  the  second  day  going  from  Brainerd  to 
Morris,  and  the  third  day  returning  from  Morris  to  Brainerd. 

Prior  to  the  date  of  the  conductors’  schedule  in  effect  the  run 
between  Brainerd  and  St.  Paul  on  trains  11  and  12  was  operated 
on  a turnaround  basis,  which  since  has  been  placed  on  a straightaway 
basis,  and  conductors  at  the  present  time  are  allowed  a minimum 
day  at  the  rate  of  $7,235  for  each  single  trip.  However,  the  runs 
between  Brainerd  and  Morris  have  always  been  operated  on  a straight- 
away basis  and  conductors  have  received  compensation  on  the  basis  of 
a minimum  day’s  pay  for  each  single  trip. 

Trains  11  and  12  between  Brainerd  and  St.  Paul  are  operated  daily; 
The  trains  between  Brainerd  and  Morris  are  operated  daily  except 
Sunday,  and  it  is  the  contention  of  the  conductors  that  the  trips 
between  Brainerd  and  Morris  be  computed  on  the  basis  of  one-twenty- 
sixth  of  the  monthly  guarantee  of  $217,  claiming  that  this  guarantee 
applies  separately  to  the  runs  between  Brainerd  and  Morris  and 
between  Brainerd  and  St.  Paul. 

Position  of  committees. — Prior  to  the  schedule  of  June  15,  1920, 
for  a long  period  these  runs  were  operated  on  a mileage  basis,  pro- 
tected by  the  monthly  guarantee,  the  trip  from  Brainerd  to  St.  Paul 
being  worked  on  a round-trip  basis  and  that  between  Brainerd  and 
Morris  on  a single-trip  basis,  which  was  in  violation  of  rule  2 {c)  of 
Article  I. 

On  June  15, 1920,  a new  argreement  was  put  into  effect  between  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railway  and  the  conductors,  which  changed  the 
tabulation  as  it  read  prior  to  that  time  as  follows : 

St.  Paul,  Brainerd,  and  Morris,  20  round  trips  per  month ; monthly  pay  to 
conductor,  $187. 

to  read,  as  it  now  appears  in  the  present  schedule : 

St.  Paul  and  Brainerd,  1 single  trip  daily — minimum  monthly  guarantee,  $217. 

Brainerd  and  Morris,  1 single  trip  daily,  except  Sunday — minimum  monthly 
guarantee,  $217. 
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The  schedules  plainly  show  that  in  negotiating  the  present  rules 
governing  these  runs  the  tabulation  for  the  main  line  (St.  Paul  and 
Brainerd)  and  branch  line  (Brainerd  and  Morris)  were  separated, 
giving  each  a tabulated  minimum  monthly  guarantee  for  conductors 
of  $217. 

The  committee  contends  there  should  be  two  crews  assigned  to  each 
set  of  two  runs  and,  further,  that  the  Brainerd  and  Morris  trips  should 
be  paid  for  in  a manner  that  will  provide  earnings  equal  to  the  amount 
stipulated,  which  is  the  minimum  monthly  guarantee  of  $217.  In 
other  words,  the  daily  rate,  where  trips  made  are  less  than  30  in 
number,  should  he  that  produced  by  dividing  the  minimum  monthly 
guarantee  by  the  number  of  assigned  trips  in  each  of  the  tabulated 
territories. 

Position  of  iiumagement. — Since  1900  three  crews  have  been  as- 
signed to  the  passenger  service  as  tabulated  between  St.  Paul,  Brain- 
erd, and  Morris.  This  service  is  scheduled  as  follows : 

Train  No.  12  leaves  Brainerd  5.35  a.  m.,  arrives  St.  Paul  10.30  a.  m. 

Train  No.  11  leaves  St.  Paul  7.05  p .m.,  arrives  Brainerd  12.30  a.  m. 

Trains  Nos.  32  and  29  leave  Brainerd  12.50  p.  m.,  arrive  Morris 
6.20  p.  m. 

Trains  Nos.  30  and  31  leave  Morris  8.15  a.  m.,  arrive  Brainerd 
2.10  p.  m.  ' 

Distance  St.  Paul  to  Brainerd,  138.8  miles. 

Distance  Brainerd  to  Morris,  118.7  miles. 

The  crew  reaching  St.  Paul  from  Brainerd  on  No.  12  returns  to 
Brainerd  the  same  day  on  No.  11,  which  prior  to  June  15,  1920  (the 
date  of  the  schedule  referred  to),  was  operated  on  a turnaround 
basis,  the  second  day  going  from  Brainerd  to  Morris  and  the  third 
day  returning  from  Morris  to  Brainerd,  the  trips  between  Brainerd 
and  Morris  being  computed  on  a straightaway  basis,  for  which  con- 
ductors were  allowed  a minimum  day’s  pay  for  each  single  trip. 

During  revision  of  the  conductors’  schedule,  the  management 
granted  the  committee’s  request  to  operate  trains  11  and  12  between 
Brainerd  and  St.  Paul  on  a straightaway  basis  instead  of  on  a turn- 
around basis,  which  became  effective  June  15, 1920,  and  at  the  present 
time  the  three  conductors  assigned  to  these  runs  are  allowed  a mini- 
mum day  at  the  rate  of  $7,235  for  each  single  trip  between  Brainerd 
and  St.  Paul  and  for  each  single  trip  between  Brainerd  and  Morris. 

The  only  change  contemplated  in  revising  the  last  schedule  was 
for  the  purpose  of  placing  trains  11  and  12  between  Brainerd  and 
St.  Paul  on  a straightaway  basis,  giving  the  conductors  the  benefit 
of  a minimum  day’s  pay  in  each  direction,  while  under  the  former 
practice,  when  this  run  was  operated  on  a turnaround  basis,  the 
conductors  assigned  were  allowed  the  actual  mileage,  amounting  to 
277.6  miles  for  the  round  trip,  otherwise  there  has  been  no  change 
whatsoever  made  in  the  runs  or  in  the  number  of  crews  assigned 
other  than  to  give  them  the  benefit  of  the  extra  mileage  on  trains  11 
and  12  by  reason  of  tabulating  the  trips  between  Brainerd  and  St. 
Paul  as  single  trips. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  conductors  that  the  monthly  guarantee 
applies  separately  to  the  runs  between  Brainerd  and  Morris  and 
between  Brainerd  and  St.  Paul,  notwithstanding  that  the  crew  con- 
ductors are  assigned  to  the  four  trains  as  tabulated,  and  for  the 


744 


DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 


reason  that  tlie  trains  betAveen  Brainerd  and  ^lorris  are  operated 
daily  except  Sunday  are  claiming  that  conductors  should  be  com- 
pensated on  the  basis  of  one-twenty-sixth  or  one-tAventy-seventh  of 
the  monthly  guarantee  of  $217  for  each  single  trip.  This  contem- 
plates the  establishment  of  a trip  rate,  AA^hich  is  not  in  conformity 
with  the  existing  schedule  rules,  as  the  proAusions  of  Supj:)lements 
Nos.  16  and  25  to  General  Order  No.  27,  which  were  incorporated  in 
the  existing  conductors’  schedule,  eliminated  the  trip  basis  of  pay- 
ment. The  $217  as  shown  in  the  tabulation  of  runs  merely  applies 
as  a minimum  monthly  guarantee  and  not  as  a basis  for  establishing 
a trip  rate  to  apply  to  any  certain  set  or  group  of  runs. 

The  three  conductors  assigned  to  this  service  make  in  excess  of  30 
single  trips  during  the  course  of  each  month,  and  on  the  basis  of  a 
minimum  day’s  pay  for  each  trip  the  monthly  compensation  allowed 
each  conductor  is  in  excess  of  the  minimum  monthly  guarantee  of 
$217.  Inasmuch  as  the  three  conductors  assigned  to  the  service  as 
tabulated  between  Brainerd,  St.  Paul,  and  Morris  are  earning  in 
excess  of  the  monthly  guarantee,  it  is  the  position  of  the  manage- 
ment that  there  is  no  additional  compensation  due  these  conductors. 

D ecision.-—T\iQ  Board  has  given  consideration  to  the  change  made 
in  the  tabulation  of  the  runs  as  shoAvn  in  the  schedules  of  1918  and 
1920  and  believes  the  language  supports  the  contention  of  the  em- 
ployees. On  the  other  hand,  the  railway  insists  that  the  change  in 
the  tabulation  of  assignments  was  made  on  request  of  the  conductors’ 
committee  and  was  not  made  Avith  any  understanding  that  it  would 
result  in  adding  a fourth  crew  to  the  serAuce  in  question. 

The  Board,  therefore,  remands  the  case  for  further  information 
regarding  intention  of  the  parties  when  the  change  in  assignments 
was  made,  or  for  settlement  by  the  committee  and  the  railway. 


DECISION  NO.  50.— CASE  34. 


• Chicago,  III.,  Deceniher  15,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 
Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 


Claim  of  Brakeman  A.  N.  Peterson,  St.  Paul  Division,  relatiA^e  to 
passenger  assignment  in  effect  between  St.  Paul,  Brainerd,  and 
Morris. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — The  runs  in  question  are  tabulated  as 
follows : 


Regular  assignment  of  brakemen. 

Per  day 
single 
trip. 

Minimum 

monthly 

guarantee. 

Remarks. 

ST.  PAUL  DIVISION. 

St.  Paul  and  Brainerd 

1 

$1 50. 70 

Brainerd  and  MoiTis 

1 

150. 70 

Except  Simday. 

Records  show  that  three  creAvs  were  assigned  to  the  service  as  tabu- 
lated, alternating  on  the  different  runs ; the  creAV  reaching  St.  Paul 
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from  Brainerd  on  Xo.  12  return  to  Brainerd  the  same  day  on  Xo.  11, 
the  second  day  going  from  Brainerd  to  Morris,  and  the  third  day 
1‘eturning  from  Morris  to  Brainerd.  Prior  to  the  date  of  the  train- 
men's schedule  in  etfect,  the  run  between  Brainerd  and  St.  Paul  on 
trains  Xos.  11  and  12  was  operated  on  a 'turnaround  basis,  which 
since  has  been  placed  on  a straightaway  basis,  and  trainmen  at  the 
])resent  time  are  alloAved  a minimum  day  at  the  rate  of  $5,025  for 
each  single  trip.  The  runs  between  Brainerd  and  Morris  have  al- 
ways been  operated  on  a straightaway  basis. 

Trains  11  and  12  between  Brainerd  and  St.  Paul  are  operated 
daih^  The  trains  between  Brainerd  and  Morris  are  operated  daily 
except  Sunday,  and  as  the  three  crews  assigned  to  this  service  rotate 
on  the  Brainerd-Morris  portion  of  this  assignment,  one  of  the  crews 
lays  over  at  Morris  each  Sunday.  It  is  the  contention  of  the  train- 
men that  the  trips  between  Brainerd  and  Morris  should  be  computed 
on  the  basis  of  one-twenty-sixth  or  one-twenty-seventh,  as  the  case 
may  be,  of  the  monthly  guarantee  for  each  trip  made  on  the  Brainerd- 
Morris  run.  clai;ning  that  this  guarantee  applies  separately  to  the 
runs  between  Brainerd  and  Morris  and  between  Brainerd  and  St. 
Paul.  Claim  is  based  on  rule  1,  article  1,  covering  the  tabulation  of 
these  runs  as  quoted  above,  and  paragraph  (/),  rule  10,  Article  I, 
reading  as  follows : 

(f)  Passenger  trainmen  will  be  assigned  to  cover  main-line  runs  exclusively 
and  others  for  branch-line  runs,  except  where  trainmen  run  on  both  branch  and 
main  line  on  a continuous  trip  on  same  train. 

Position  of  committees. — The  schedule  in  effect  prior  to  Septem- 
ber 1,  1920,  contained  the  following  rules : 

Rule  1.  Article  I. — 


' Number  trips 
per  mouth. 

Resmlar  a^^sianment  of  brakemon.  -i 

Monthly 

Moiitlily 

mileage. 

i 

R.  T. 

( brake- 
men). 

ST.  PAUL  DIVISION.  1 

St.  Paul,  Brainerd,  and  Morris 1 

20 

$120. 70 

3,493 

Rule  2 (c)  Passenger  trainmen  will  be  assigned  to  cover  main-line  runs  ex- 
clusively and  others  for  branch-line  runs,  except  where  trainmen  run  on  both 
branch  and  main  line  on  a continuous  trip  on  same  train. 

Effective  September  1,  1920,  these  rules  tvere  revised  to  read  as 
follows : 

Rule  1,  Article  I (as  quoted  in  joint  statement  of  facts). 

Rule  10  (f)  Passenger  trainmen  will  be  assigned  to  cover  main-line  runs  ex- 
clusively and  others  for  branch-line  runs,  except  where  trainmen  run  on  both 
branch  and  main  line  on  a continuous  trip  on  same  train. 

The  territory  between  St.  Paul  and  Brainerd  is  main  line  and  the 
territory  between  Brainerd  and  Morris  is  main  line  to  Little  Falls 
and  branch  line  Little  Falls  to  Morris.  It  will  be  noted  under  the 
ao-reement  in  effect  prior  to  September  1,  1920,  rule  2 (c),  quoted, 
did  not  apply,  for  the  reason  that  under  rule  1,  Article  I,  the  assign- 
ment covering  all  the  territory  was  combined  and  handled  by  a pool 
of  three  crews.  The  revised  rules  upon  which  this  claim  is  based 
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eliminate  this  provision  and  provide  that  the  assignment  of  passen- 
ger brakemen  will  be  between  St.  Paul  and  Brainerd,  for  which  a 
stipulated  guarantee  is  made,  and,  the  regular  assignment  for  brake- 
men  will  be  to  runs  between  Brainerd  and  Morris,  making  one  single 
trip  daily,  except  Sunday,  for  the  monthly  guarantee  of  $150.70. 

Kule  10  (/),  quoted  prohibits  the  combining  of  the  main-line  as- 
signment between  St.  Paul  and  Brainerd  with  the  combination  of 
main-line  and  branch  assignment  between  Brainerd  and  Morris. 
Notwithstanding  this  fact  the  old  arrangement  of  manning  the  trains 
with  three  crews  in  a pool  is  continued  in  effect,  presumably  for  the 
reason  that  by  this  operation  the  service  between  Brainerd  and  Mor- 
ris only  costs  on  the  basis  of  $130.65  in  a 30-day  month  instead  of 
$150.70,  guarantee  named  in  rule  1,  Article  I.  We  contend  that 
under  rule  1,  Article  I,  so  long  as  there  is  service  between  Brainerd 
and  Morris,  it  is  mandatory  upon  the  officers  of  the  company  to  op- 
erate such  service  by  assigning  brakemen  to  the  run  daily,  except 
Sunday,  and  pay  the  full  amount  named  as  a guarantee  in  the  rule, 
and  likewise  apply  the  same  principle  provided  for  in  the  rule  to  the 
St.  Paul  and  Brainerd  run.  ' 

We  further  contend  that  rule  10  (/)  is  being  violated  by  combining 
main-line  and  branch-line  assignments,  and  that  the  three  crews 
that  have  been  compelled  to  operate  in  this  manner  are  entitled  to 
be  paid  for  the  trips  between  Brainerd  and  Morris  an  amount  equal 
to  what  they  would  have  received  a day  had  they  been  assigned  ex- 
clusively between  Brainerd  and  Morris  daily,  except  Sunday,  and 
also  that  in  the  future  crews  be  assigned  as  provided  for  in  rule  1, 
Article  I. 

Position  of  management. — Since  1900,  three  crews  have  been  as-, 
signed  to  passenger  service,  as  tabulated,  between  St.  Paul,  Brainerd, 
and  Morris.  This  service  is  scheduled  as  follows : 

Train  No.  12  leaves  Brainerd  5.35  a.  m.,  arrives  St.  Paul  10.30  a.  m.. 

Train  No.  11  leaves  St.  Paul  7.05  p.  m.,  arrives  Brainerd  12.30  a.  m. 

Trains  Nos.  32  and  29  leave  Brainerd  12.50  p.  m.,  arrive  Morris 
6.20  p.  m. 

Trains  Nos.  30  and  31  leave  Morris  8.15  a.  m.,  arrive  Brainerd  2.10 

p.  m. 

Distance  St.  Paul  to  Brainerd,  138.8  miles. 

Distance  Brainerd  to  Morris,  il8.T  miles. 

The  crew  reaching  St.  Paul  from  Brainerd  on  No.  12  returns  to 
Brainerd  the  same  day  on  No.  11,  which  prior  to  September  1,  1920 
(the  date  of  the  schedule  referred  to),  was  operated  on  a turnaround 
basis,  the  second  day  going  from-  Brainerd  to  Morris  and  the  third 
day  returning  from  Morris  to  Brainerd,  the  trip  between  Brainerd 
and  Morris  being  computed  on  a straightaway  basis,  for  which 
brakemen  were  allowed  a minimum  day’s  pay  for  each  single  trip. 

During  the  revision  of  the  conductor’s  schedule  the  management 
granted  the  committee’s  request  to  operate  trains  11  and  12  between 
Brainerd  and  St.  Paul  on  a straightaway  basis  instead  of  on  a turn- 
around basis,  which  became  effective  June  15,  1920,  and  later  the 
same  concession  was  made  to  the  brakemen  effective  with  their  sched- 
ule of  September  1,  1920.  At  the  present  time  the  brakemen  of  the 
three  crews  assigned  to  these  runs  are  allowed  a minimum  day  at 
the  rate  of  $5,025  for  each  single  trip  between  Brainerd  and  St.  Paul 
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and  for  each  single  drip  between  Brainerd  and  Morris,  under  rules  2 
and  3,  Article  I,  of  the  trainmen’s  schedule,  reading  as  follows : 

Rule  2.  Rates  for  trainmen  on  trains  propelled  by  steam  or  other  motive 
}X)\ver : Flagmen  and  brakemen,  per  mile.  $0.0333 ; per  day,  $5.025 : per  month, 
$150.70. 

Rule  3.  One  hundred  and  fifty  (150)  miles  or  less  (straightaway  or  turn- 
around) shall  constitute  a day’s-  work.  J.Iiles  in  excess  of  150  will  be  paid 
for  at  the  mileage  rates  provided. 

A passenger  day  begins  at  the  time  of  reporting  for  duty  for  the  initial  trip. 
Daily  rates  obtain  until  the  miles  made  at  the  mileage  rates  exceed  the  daily 
minimum. 

At  the  time  the  present  schedule  was  agreed  to,  trains  11  and  12, 
running  between  Brainerd  and  St.  Paul,  were  retabulated  as  straight- 
away runs,  paying  trainmen  on  each  run  a minimum  of  150  miles,  in 
lieu  of  the  previous  method  of  paying  them  on  the  basis  of  a con- 
tinuous trip;  otherwise  there  has  been  no  change  whatsoever  made 
in  the  runs  or  in  the  number  of  crews  assigned  other  than  to  give 
them  the  benefit  of  the  extra  mileage  on  trains  11  and  12  by  reason 
of  tabulating  the  trips  between  Brainerd  and  St.  Paul  as  single 
trips.  It  is  the  contention  of  the  trainmen  that  the  monthly  guar- 
antee applies  separately  to  the  runs  between  Brainerd  and  Morris 
and  between  Brainerd  and  St.  Paul,  notwithstanding  that  the  three 
crews  are  assigned  to  the  four  trains  as  tabulated,  and  for  the  reason 
that  the  trains  between  Brainerd  and  Morris  are  operated  daily 
except  Sunday,  they  are  claiming  that  brakemen  should  be  com- 
pensated on  the  basis  of  one  twenty-sixth  or  one  twenty-seventh  of 
the  monthly  guarantee  of  $150.70  for  each  single  trip.  This  contem- 
plates the  establishment  of  a trip  rate,  which  is  not  in  conformity 
with  the  existing  schedule  rules,  as  the  provisions  of  Supplements 
Xos.  16  and  25  to  General  Order  No.  27,  which  were  incorporated 
in  the  existing  trainmen’s  schedule,  eliminated  the  trip  basis  of  pay- 
ment. The  $150.70  shown  in  the  tabulation  of  runs  merel}^  applies 
as  a minimum  monthly  guarantee  and  not  as  a basis  for  establishing 
a trip  rate  to  apply  to  any  certain  set  or  group  of  runs. 

The  trainmen  in  support  of  their  contention  also  cite  paragraph 
(/),  rule  10,  Article  T,  of  the  trainmen’s  schedule,  quoted  in  the 
joint  statement  of  facts.  Attention  is  directed  to  that  portion  of 
the  rule  referred  to  reading  as  follows : 

Except  where  trainmen  laiii  cii  both  brancli  and  main  line  on  a continuous 
trip  on  same  train, 

which  is  applicable  to  the  runs  in  question,  and  therefore  the  assign- 
ment is  legitimate.  The  run  from  St.  Paul  to  Brainerd  is  main- 
line territory,  therefore  trains  11  and  12  are  exclusively  main-line 
trains.  The  trains  between  Brainerd  and  Morris  operate  over  partly 
main-line  and  branch-line  territory  on  a continuous  trip,  i.  e.,  the 
main  line  extends  from  Brainerd  to  Little  Falls  and  from  Little 
Falls  to  ^lorris  is  branch-line  territory.  Exhibit  A,  sketch  of  the 
territory  covered  by  these  trains,  is  submitted  with  this  case.  The 
trainmen  assigned  to  this  service,  in  excess  of  30  single  trips  during 
the  course  of  each  month  and  on  the  basis  of  a minimum  day’s  pay 
for  each  trip,  make  in  excess  of  the  monthly  guarantee  of  $150.70. 
Inasmuch  as  the  brakemen  assigned  to  the  service  as  tabulated  be- 
tween Brainerd,  St.  Paul,  and  Morris  are  earning  in  excess  of  the 
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monthly  ^narantee,  it  is  the  position  of  the  niana^^ement  that  tliere 
is  no  additional  compensation  due  these  men. 

As  previously  stated,  three  creAVs  have  been  assigned  to  the  service 
as  tabulated  since  1900.  The  trainmen  are  iioav  recjiiestin"  that  an 
additional  crew  be  placed  on  this  assignment,  claiming  that  for  the 
reason  these  runs  are  tabulated  as  single  tri])s  that  the  management 
is  obligated  to  assign  a creAV  to  each  tabulated  run.  Tlie  object  of 
this  is  to  confine  the  assignment  of  tAvo  creAA^s  to  the  runs  betAA^een 
Brainerd  and  Morris  and  force  the  management  to  pay  the  guaran- 
teed monthly  compensation  for  26  or  27  days,  as  the  case  may  be, 
denying  the  company  the  privilege  of  connecting  this  assignment 
•with  the  assignment  of  trains  11  and  12  betAveen  Brainerd  and  8t. 
Paul,  Avhich  has  been  in  effect  since  1900. 

No  attempt  has  been  made  to  clepriA^e  trainmen  of  constructiA^e 
mileage,  but,  to  the  contrary,  in  agreeing  to  tabulate  the  runs  be- 
tween Brainerd  and  St.  Paul  on  a straightaAvay  basis  this  has  re- 
sulted in  compensation  for  miles  not  run.  It  is  the  contention  of  the 
management  that  they  are  not  obligated  to  place  four  creAvs  on  these 
runs  as  re(piested. 

Decision. — The  Board  has  giA^en  consideration  to  the  change  made 
in  the  tabulation  of  the  runs  as  shoAvn  in  the  schedules  of  1918  and 
1920  and  believes  the  language  supports  the  contention  of  the 
employees.  On  the  other  hand,  the  railAvay  insists  that  the  change 
in  the  tabulation  of  assignments  AA^as  made  on  request  of  the  train- 
men’s committee  and  Avas  not  made  AAuth  any  understanding  that  it 
Avould  result  in  adding  a fourth  creAv  to  the  service  in  question. 

The  Board,  therefore,  remands  the  case  for  further  information 
regarding  the  intention  of  the  parties  Avhen  the  change  in  assign- 
ments Avas  made,  or  for  settlement  by  the  committee  and  the  railway. 


DECISION  NO.  51.— CASE  40. 

Chicago,  III.,  Dccemhcr  .16,  1921. 

Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v. 

Atchison,  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  (Coast  Lines). 

Bequest  of  S.  S.  Servis,  conductor,  Albuquerque  Division,  for  re- 
moval of  25  demerit  marks  assessed  against  this  record  account  de- 
railment at  Quirk,  N.  Mex.,  January  24,  1920. 

Position  of  Committees. — The  organizations  contend  that  this 
accident  was  not  caused  bj^  fast  running,  and  that  excessive  speed 
to  which  the  accident  is  attributed  by  the  officials  is  not  borne  out 
by  the  testimony  of  the  men  involved.  We  further  contend  that  be- 
cause this  crew  at  one  time  intended  to  go  to  Bito  for  No.  3 and 
later  changed  their  mind  about  doing  so  and  decided  to  back  in 
at  Quirk,  has  no  bearing  on  the  accident,  and  believe  it  unfair  for 
the  officials  to  assume  crew  Avas  making  excessive  speed  because  they 
intended  to  go  to  the  next  station  for  No.  3,  but  prior  to  the  acci- 
dent decided  to  and  did  change  such  intention. 

We  contend  that  the  accident  was  caused  either  by  the  brake  lever 
becoming  disconnected,  or  by  the  broken  truck  frame  which  con- 
tained an  old  crack,  and  that  neither  the  intention  the  crew  had 
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of  going  to  Rito  nor  the  fast  running  ^Yith  which  the  conductor  is 
cliarged  caused  this  accident,  and  therefore,  contend  that  the  disci- 
pline was  unjust  and  request  it  be  i*emoved.  The  organizations  also 
contend  that  because  the  discipline  in  this  case  was  assessed  by  the 
railroad  olRcials  (March  2,  1920)  two  days  after  the  roads  were 
returned  to  private  operation  and  control,  for  an  accident  that  oc- 
curred January  24,  1920,  during  Federal  operation,  that  no  case  in 
fact  existed  against  the  Government  and  that  Board  of  Adjustment 
No.  1 had  no  jurisdiction,  and  that  it  is  a matter  to  be  disposed 
of  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board. 

Position  of  management. — First,  that  as  the  ac'cident  occurred 
and  the  investigation  was  held  and  discipline  issued  during  Federal 
control  and  prior  to  IMarch  1,  1920,  the  case  is  not  properly  before 
the  Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment  for  the  AVestern  Region; 
second,  that  the  demerits  were  merited  because  of  Mr.  Servis’s  vio- 
lation of  rules — first,  in  violation  of  speed  limit,  and,  second,  for 
signaling  the  engineer  to  go  to  Rito  against  a limited  passenger 
train  when  it  is  admitted  time  was  too  short  to  do  so— either  of 
which  infractions  warranted  the  discipline  assessed. 

Decision. — This  dispute  not  having  arisen  out  of  occurrences  sub- 
sequent to  February  29,  1920,  the  Board  is  without  authority,  and 
the  case  is  therefore  remanded  for  lack  of  jurisdiction. 


DECISION  NO.  52.— CASE  50. 

CJiicaffo.  ]U..  Deccmher  17.  1921. 

Brotherhood  of’  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen 
and  Enginemen  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. 

Question  as  to  the  proper  computation  of  mileage  in  determining 
the  number  of  crews  that  should  be  assigned  to  bring  the  mileage 
within  the  limit  of  3,200  to  3,800  miles. 

Joint  statement  of  facts. — This  company  has  crews  assigned  to 
helper  service  at  several  points  working  under  agreement  effective 
April  1,  1921,  section  13  of  which  reads  as  follows: 

In  making  additions  or  reduction  in  the  number  of  crews  assigned  to  helper 
service  exclusivelj",  Article  XLIII,  firemen’s  schedule,  shall  govern. 

Article  XLIII  of  the  firemen's  schedule  referred  to  is  identical 
with  Article  XI  of  the  Chicago  joint  agreement,  with  the  exception 
that  section  (/)  is  eliminated  in  Article  XLIII  of  the  firemen’s 
schedule.  At  the  point  in  question,  San  Bernardino,  Calif.,  there 
are  several  assigned  helper  crews  who  work  exclusively  in  helper 
service  and  several  engine  crews  on  the  extra  board  who  do  extra 
work  in  either  helper  or  through  freight  service.  For  the  month  of 
June,  1921.  regular  assigned  crews  made  a total  of  19,438  miles; 
for  the  same  period  extra  crews  in  extra  helper  service  made  a total 
of  8,617  miles.  The  total  for  all  crews  in  helper  service  was  28,055 
miles.  The  organizations  contend  that  the  total  of  28,055  miles 
should  be  used  to  determine  the  number  of  regular  assigned  crews 
in  helper  service.  The  management  contends  that  only  the  mileage 
made  by  regular  assigned  crews  and  extra  crews  relieving  assigned 
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crews  should  be  used  to  determine  the  number  of  regular  assij^ned 
crews  in  helper  service. 

Position  of  comonittees. — The  Chicago  joint  agreement  has  l>een 
in  effect  on  this  road  since  February,  1915,  and  applicable  to  all 
unassigned  and  pool  service,  except  helper  service,  and  on  Apnl  1, 
1921.  the  mileage  regulation  contained  in  the  agreement  became 
effective  in  this  service.  It  has  always  been  the  practice  and  con- 
sidered proper  to  compute  all  mileage  made  in  unassigned  ami 
pooled  service  by  assigned  crews  together  with  all  mileage  ma<le 
by  extra  men  in  making  additions  to  the  assignments. 

Position  of  management. — Rules  for  helper  service,  engineei*s  and 
firemen,  effective  April  1,  1921,  a copy  of  which,  for  the  convenience 
of  the  board,  is  submitted  with  this  case  and  marked  Exhibit  A.  Ar- 
ticle XLIII  of  the  firemen’s  schedule  is  identical  with  Article  XI  of 
the  Chicago  joint  agreement  between  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive 
Engineers  and  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Engine- 
men,  as  revised  at  Cleveland  on  May  4,  1918,  with  the  exception 
that  paragraph  (/)  of  the  joint  agreement  is  eliminated  in  Article 
XLIII  of  the  firemen’s  agreement.  Accompanying  the  exhibit  is  a 
copy  of  the  firemen’s  agreement  effective  November  1,  1920,  and  for 
the  convenience  of  the  board  we  quote  below  Article  XLIII : 

Section  1.  \¥hen,  from  any  cause,  it  becomes  necessary  to  reduce  the 
number  of  engineers  on  the  engineers’  working  lists  on  any  seniority  district, 
those  taken  off  may,  if  they  so  elects  displace  any  tireman  their  junior  on 
that  seniority  district,  under  the  following  conditions: 

First.  That  no  reductions  will  be  made  so  long  as  those  in  assigned  or  extra 
passenger  service  are  earning  the  equivalent  of  4,000  miles  per  month ; those  in 
assigned,  pooled  or  chain-gang  freight  or  other  service  paying  freight  rates 
are  averaging  the  eqiiivalent  of  S,200  miles  per  month ; on  the  road  extra 
list  are  averaging  the  equivalent  of  2,600  miles  per  month  or  those  on  the 
extra  list  in  switching  service  are  averaging  26  days  per  month. 

Second.  That  when  reductions  are  made  they  shall  be  in  reverse  order  of 
seniority. 

Section  2.  When  hired  engineers  are  laid  off  on  account  of  reduction  in 
service  they  will  retain  all  seniority  rights;  provided  they  return  to  actual 
service  within  thirty  days  from  the  date  their  services  are  required.  This  rule 
also  applies  to  firemen. 

Section  3.  Engineers  taken  off  under  this  rule  shall  he  returned  to  service  as 
engineers  in  the  order  of  their  seniority,  and  as  soon  as  it  can  be  shown  that 
engineers  in  assigned  or  extra  passenger  service  can  earn  the  equivalent  of 
4, PCX)  miles  per  month ; in  assigned,  pooled,  chain-gang  or  other  regular  service 
paying  freight  rates  the  equivalent  of  3,800  miles  per  month,  or  in  extra  service 
the  equivalent  of  3,000  miles  per  month. 

Section  4.  In  the  regulation  of  passenger  or  other  assigned  service,  sufficient 
men  will  be  assigned  to  keep  the  mileage  or  equivalent  thereof  within  the  limi- 
tations of  4,000  and  4,800  miles  for  passenger  service,  and  3,200  and  3,800  miles 
f(u*  other  regular  services,  as  provided  herein.  If,  in  any  service,  additional 
assignments  would  reduce  earnings  below  those  limits,,  regulation  will  be 
effwted  by  requiring  the  regular  assigned  man  or  men  to  lay  off  when  the 
■vpiivalent  of  4,800  miles  in  passenger  or  3,800  miles  in  other  regular  service 
has  been  reached. 

Sec'tion  5.  Under  this  rule  it  is  understood  that  after  all  engineers  who  have 
Uc-eu  taken  off  have  been  returned  to  service  as  engineers,  this  rule  shall  not 
apply  with  respect  to  further  additions. 

Note. — In  making  reductions  and  replacing  firemen  upon  the  service  lists  the 
same  mileage  shall  apply  as  in  the  case  of  engineers. 

The  controversy  between  the  committee  and  the  management  is, 
what  mileage  shall  be  used  in  determining  the  number  of  crews  that 
should  be  assigned  under  the  provisions  of  section  4 of  this  article, 
the  committee  contending  that  all  mileage  made  in  helper  service, 
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both  by  assigned  and  extra  crews,  should  be  figured,  while  the  man- 
agement contends  that  only  the  mileage  made  by  assigned  men  in 
helper  service,  plus  the  mileage  made  by  extra  men  while  relieving* 
assigned  men,  should  be  used  to  determine  the  number  of  crews  that 
should  be  assigned,  giving  due  consideration  to  the  3,200  minimum 
and  3,800  maximum  of  section  4.  At  the  present  time,  at  San 
Bernardino,  Calif.,  we  have  five  assigned  helper  crews  and  there  are 
generally  four  to  five  extra  crews  who  are  used  to  relieve  assigned 
men  in  helper  service,  to  relieve  pool  freight  men  in  road  service; 
also  to  do  any  extra  work  in  either  road  or  helper  service  when  pool 
freight  or  helper  men  are  not  available.  The  number  of  extra  men 
used  in  extra  helper  service  varies  greatly  from  time  to  time,  as, 
under  normal  business  ordinarily  on  Mondays  and  Tuesdays  there 
will  be  no  extra  men  used  in  helper  service,  while  it  frequently 
happens  that  on  Saturdays  and  Sundays  as  high  as  four  or  five  crews 
are  used,  and  to  gi’ant  the  request  of  the  committee  that  all  mileage 
made  by  these  extra  men  in  e^tra  helper  service  be  figured  in  the  as- 
signment and  crews  assigned  accordingly  would  result  in  the  com- 
pany frequently  being  compelled  to  pay  so-called  dead  days  on  ac- 
count of  the  crews  not  being  used  on  a calendar  day  as  per  section  7 
of  the  helper  rules  reading  as  follows : 

Enginemen  assigned  to  lieiper  service  exclusively  shall  be  allowed  a minimum 
of  100  miles  at  the  rate  applying  on  locomotive  last  used  for  each  calendar  day 
on  which  no  service  was  begun;  engiiiemen  booking  for  rest  on  any  day  on 
which  no  service  was  begun  and  rest  covers  a period  beyond  10.30  p.  m..  this 
section  shall  not  apply. 

As  an  example  of  how  the  company  is  now  being  penalized  in  fol- 
lowing out  the  provisions  of  sections  7 and  13  of  the  helper  rules,  the 
following  is  a list  of  the  crews  used  in  helper  service  from  August  1 
to  10,  inclusive: 

August  1,  three  assigned  crews,  one  dead  day  paid. 

August  2,  five  assigned  crews. 

August  3,  five  assigned  crews,  two  extra  crews. 

August  4,  four  assigned  crews,  one  extra  crew,  one  dead  day. 

August  5,  five  assigned  crews. 

August  6,  five  assigned  crews. 

August  7,  five  assigned  crews. 

August  8,  four  assigned  crews,  1 dead  day  paid. 

August  9,  five  assigned  crews. 

August  10,  four  assigned  crews,  1 dead  day  paid. 

It  will  be  noted  that  during  this  period,  which  was  during  rather 
light  business,  there  were  only  three  extra  crews  used  in  extra  helper 
service,  and  there  were  four  days  on  which  an  assigned  crew  received 
payment  for  100  miles  for  which  no  service  was  rendered. 

Decision. — In  this  case  the  management  contended  that  when  sec- 
tion 13  of  Article  XXYII  was  formulated  they  objected  to  figuring 
the  milage  in  helper  service  the  same  as  in  freight  service.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  committee  contended  that  helper  mileage  should  be 
figured  the  same  as  in  freight  service. 

It  was  shown  in  the  hearing  before  the  board  that  if  the  mileage 
is  figured  the  same  as  in  freight  service,  the  company  will  be  obliged 
to  pay  for  unearned  service  owing  to  the  daily  guarantee  rule  in 
helped  service.  Also  that  if  the  company  does  not  provide  a suffi- 
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cient  number  of  assigned  heljjer  crews  they  suffer  through  ])ayment 
,of  constructive  mileage  to  pool  crews  used  in  this  service. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  board  that  the  company  and  the  men 
should  confer  and  endeavor  to  reach  a mutually  satisfactory  ar- 
rangement for  operating  the  helper  ser^-ice.  'I’lie  case  is  therefore 
remanded  for  90  days. 


DECISION  NO.  53.— CASE  51. 


Chicago,  III.,  Dcccmher  Jl,  P,)21. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive 
Firemen  and  Enginemen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 

Claim  of  Engineer  Goheen  and  Fireman  Moreau,  Eocky  Mountain 
Division,  for  additional  payment  of  100  miles  in  assigned  pusher 
service  May  17,  1920,  under  the  application  of  rule  G5  and  paragraph 
(&),  rule  66,  engineers’  and  firemen’s  schedules. 

Joi7it  statement  of  facts. — Engineer  Goheen  and  Fireman  Moreau 
were  regularly  assigtied  to  ]>usher  service  between  Garrison  and 
Biossburg.  On  May  16,  1920,  while  engaged  in  this  service,  their 
engine  broke  down  and  it  was  necessary  to  take  it  to  Helena  for  re- 
])airs,  for  which  they  were  allowed  one  day  in  their  pusher  assign- 
ment and  5 hours  and  10  minutes’  overtime.  In  addition  thereto,  100 
miles,  plus  12  constructive  miles,  was  allowed  for  the  trip  to  Helena, 
as  this  required  them  to  go  outside  of  their  regular  puslier  district. 
On  May  17  this  crew  was  deadheaded  to  their  home  terminal  at  Gar- 
rison, for  which  they  were  allowed  100  miles,  plus  6 constructiA^e 
miles.  In  addition  thereto,  100  miles  is  being  claimed  on  account  of 
not  being  used  in  their  regular  assignment  in  pusher  service  on  May 
17.  Claim  is  based  on  rule  65  and  paragraph  (&),  rule  66,  engineers’ 
and  firemen’s  schedules,  reading  as  follows : 

Rnle  65.  Except  in  cases  of  nnaYoi(lai)le  interruption  to  traffic,  men  on  as- 
signed runs  will  be  paid  for  every  working  day,  })rovided  they  bold  themselves 
in  readiness  to  perform  any  required  service  as  engineers  (firemen)  ; overtime 
to  apply  to  the  trip  on  which  made. 

Every  working  day  means  the  number  of  days  in  the  calendar  month  that 
runs  are  carded  for  or  engines  are  supposed  to  work. 

Note. — Payments  under  the  provisions  of  this  rule  will  be  for  the  full  mileage 
or  hours  of  the  assignment,  but  will  not  include  any  overtime  that  may  be  made 
Avhich  is  not  part  of  the  assignment. 

Note. — Engineers  (firemen)  in  regularly  assigned  service  will  not  he  used  in 
other  service  where  other  engineers  (firemen)  who  are  entitled  to  the  service 
are  available. 

Rule  66  (5).  Deadhead  time  will  be  paid,  actual  miles  or  hours,  whichever  is 
the  greater,  and  comi)uted  separately  from  other  allowances,  not  less  than  one 
hundred  (100)  miles  will  be  allowed  if  no  other  service  is  performed.  This  to 
apply  to  all  deadhead  service,  except  regular  crews  assi.gned  to  relief  work, 
commonly  called  “ dog-catcher  ” service.  Time  of  crews  regularly  assigned  to 
such  service  will  be  computed  continuously. 

Position  of  committees. — Under  tlie  provision  of  rule  66,  para- 
graph (5),  deadhead  payments  are  computed  separately  from  other 
allowances,  and  it  is  not  permissible  to  combine  deadhead  payments 
Avith  other  service  in  order  to  make  up  the  guarantee.  In  this  par- 
ticular case  had  Engineer  Goheen  and  Fireman  Moreau  been  used 
in  their  assignment  upon  their  arrival  at  Garrison  they  would  have 
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})een  paid  the  actual  mileage  of  their  deadhead  trip  in  addition  to  not 
less  than  the  guarantee  of  their  assignment  on  this  date.  Had  this 
crew  been  released  on  arrival  at  Garrison  from  the  deadhead  trip 
and  later  used  in  their  assignment,  then  they  would  have  l)een  en- 
titled to  100  miles  for  the  deadhead  trip  in  addition  to  the  guarantee 
of  their  assignment  for  the  day’s  v’-ork. 

The  note  under  rule  65  applies  to  a condition  where  it  is  necessary 
on  account  of  other  firemen  being  unavailable  to  use  a fireman  in 
assigned  service  for  service  other  than  his  regular  assignment,  and 
in  such  cases  it  is  agreed  tliat  assigned  firemen  may  be  so  used,  pro- 
viding they  are  not  paid  less  than  they  would  have  earned  in  their 
assigminent.  This  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  a case  where  it 
would  be  necessary  to  deadhead  a fireman  to  his  assignment  and 
would  not  permit  using  a deadhead  payment  to  make  up  the  guar- 
antee of  the  assignment.  The  attention  of  the  Board  is  directed  to 
decision  of  Adjustment  Board  Xo.  1 on  case  No.  6d7,  which  the  com- 
mittee believes  covers  a similar  situation. 

Position  of  management. — On  May  16,  1920,  Engineer  Goheen  and 
P'ireman  Moreau  were  allowed  1 day  and  5 hours  10  minutes’  over- 
time at  time  and  one-half  for  service  rendered  in  their  regular  as- 
signment to  pusher  service  between  Garrison  and  Blossburg,  and  an 
additional  100  miles  plus  12  constructive  miles  for  the  trip  from 
Blossburg  to  Helena  outside  their  defined  helper  district  for  taking 
their  engine  to  Helena  for  repairs.  On  May  16  this  crew  was  dead- 
headed from  Helena  to  their  home  terminal  at  Garrison,  for  which 
the}^  were  allowed  100  miles  plus  6 constructive  miles,  or  a total 
of  106  miles,  and  on  account  of  not  being  used  in  their  regular  pusher 
assignment  May  17,  after  completion  of  the  deadhead  trip,  claim  is 
macle  for  an  additional  100  miles.  Representatives  of  the  engineers 
and  firem^en  cite  paragraph  (Z>),  rule  66,  of  their  schedule  in  support 
of  their  contention  that  deadhead  service  should  be  considered  sep- 
arate and  apart  from  the  regular  assignment  and  should  not  be  used 
to  oiffset  the  guarantee  in  their  regular  service. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  management  that  Engineer  Goheen  and 
Firemen  Moreau  are  not  entitled  to  pay  for  an  additional  100  miles 
on  IVIay  17  and  that  paragraph  (&),  rule  66,  referred  to,  has  no  bear- 
ing other  than  to  prescribe  the  proper  allowance  that  should  be 
made  for  deadhead  service.  This  crew  rendered  no  service  in  their 
regular  assignment  on  May  17,  therefore,  under  the  above  rule  they 
were  entitlecl  to  not  less  than  a minimum  of  100  miles  for  dead- 
heading. If  this  crew  had  entered  pusher  service  after  completion 
of  the  deadhead  trip,  under  the  above  rule  they  would  receive  only 
the  actual  miles  or  hours  for  the  deadheading,  computed  separately 
from  other  allowances.  It  can  not  be  consistently  argued  that  the 
proper  application  of  the  schedule  rules  governing  would  entitle 
this  crew  to  more  compensation  in  this  instance  than  they  would 
have  received  had  they  actually  rendered  service  in  their  regular 
assignment  on  May  17. 

It  has  always  been  the  position  of  the  management  that  dead- 
heading constitutes  service  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule,  which 
is  substantiated  by  the  fact  that  overtime  at  three-sixteenths  of  the 
daily  rate  is  allowed  when  the  time  in  service  exceeds  the  miles  run 
99915"— 22 18 


754 


DECISIONS  UNITED  STATES  LABOR  BOARD. 


divided  by  12J-,  the  same  as  in  any  other  freight  service.  Attention 
is  also  directed  to  the  language  of  paragraph  (6),  rule  66.  Rule  65, 
quoted  in  the  joint  statement,  provides  in  part  as  follows: 

Except  in  cases  of  unavoidable  interruption  to  traffic,  men  on  assigned  ruus 
will  be  paid  for  every  working  day,  provided  thej’  hold  themselves  in  readiness 
to  perform  any  required  service  as  engineers  (firemen). 

If  a crew  is  not  used  on  a certain  day  in  their  regular  assignment, 
the  company  is  at  liberty  to  use  this  crew  in  other  service  under  the 
application  of  the  above  rule,  providing  other  men  entitled  to  the 
service  are  not  available  and  the  earnings  in  such  other  service  may 
be  used  to  offset  the  guarantee  in  their  regular  assignment  for  that 
day.  The  rule  referred  to  fully  substantiates  the  position  of  the 
management  that  Engineer  Goheen  and  Fireman  Moreau  are  not  en- 
titled to  the  additional  compensation  claimed  for  the  reason  that 
they  received  compensation  for  the  deadhead  service  rendered  on  this 
date  equivalent  to  the  guarantee  in  their  regular  assignment. 

Decision, — Claim  sustained. 


ORDERS  IN  RE  DOCKETS. 


IN  EE  DOCKET  404. 

Chicago,  III.,  Septemher  16,  1921. 

Order  Relating  to  Petition  of  the  Pennsylvania  System  Requesting  the  Labor 

Board  to  Vacate  and  Set  Aside  Decision  No.  218,  Entitled  “Railway  Em- 
ployees’ Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v.  Pennsylvania 

System.” 

Nature  of  the  froceeding. — This  case  is  before  the  Labor  Board  on 
a written  application  filed  by  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  in  behalf  of 
itself  and  its  subsidiary  and  affiliated  lines,  known  as  the  Pennsyl- 
vania System. 

In  this  application  two  principal  questions  are  raised:  (1)  The 
action  of  the  Board  in  extending  the  national  agreements  is  attacked ; 
and  (2)  the  Board  is  asked  to  vacate  and  set  aside  its  decision  ren- 
dered in  this  cause  as  of  July  26,  1921,  No.  218,  and  to  decide  and 
declare  certain  propositions  in  accordance  with  the  carrier’s  conten- 
tions as  hereinafter  set  out. 

Extension  of  the  natiorwl  agreements. — While  the  question  of  the 
extension  of  the  national  agreements  is  not  dealt  with  in  Decision  No. 
218,  and  no  relief  is  asked  by  petitioner  in  connection  with  said 
matter,  the  statement  of  petitioner’s  objections  to  the  Labor  Board’s 
action  therein  makes  it  appropriate  for  the  Board  to  restate  the  facts 
and  reasons  upon  which  the  Board’s  action  was  based. 

In  order  that  the  matter  maj^  be  understood  by  the  public  and 
those  interested  without  recourse  to  matter  heretofore  fully  ex- 
plained and  set  out  in  previous  decisions,  a somewhat  full  recital 
is  necessary. 

The  obvious  and  declared  purpose  of  Congress  in  adopting  the 
labor  section  and  title  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  was  to  pre- 
serve, protect,  and  promote  uninterrupted  traffic  and  transportation, 
and  to  avoid  any  interruption  to  the  operation  of  any  carrier  grow- 
ing out  of  disputes  between  the  carrier  and  its  employees  and  sub- 
ordinate officials.  It  faced  and  knew  the  history  of  the  country, 
knew  such  interruptions  had  repeatedly  occurred  growing  out  of 
such  disputes,  and  it  knew  that  even  more  general  and  disastrous 
interruptions  then  threatened.  It  undertook  to  establish  a tribunal 
or  tribunals  to  settle  such  disputes,  to  indicate  means  and  methods  of 
settlement,  and,  if  possible,  to  prohibit  and  prevent  such  interrup- 
tions. It  created  the  Railroad  Labor  Board  and  directed  the  method 
by  which  such  disputes  should  be  settled,  and  how  and  when  they 
might  be  brought  before  the  Board. 

By  mandatory  and  express  language  in  section  301  of  the  Trans- 
portation Act,  Congress  declared  it  to  be  the  duty  of  all  carriers 
and  their  officers,  employees,  and  agents  to  exert  every  reasonable 
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effort  and  adopt  every  available  means  (strong  and  all-embracing 
language)  to  avoid  any  interruption  to  the  operation  of  any  carrier 
growing  out  of  any  dispute  between  the  carrier  and  the  employees 
or  subordinate  officials  thereof.” 

It  declared  and  directed  that  all  such  disputes  should  1)8  con- 
sidered and  if  posdhle  decided  in  conference  between  re])resenta- 
tives  designated  and  authorized  so  to  confer  by  the  carriers  or  the 
employees  or  subordinate  officials  directly  interested  in  the  dispute. 
It  is  positively  provided  that  if  any  dispute  is  not  decided  in  such 
conference,  it  shall  be  referred  by  the  parties  thereto  to  tlie  Board 
which  under  the  provisions  of  this  title  is  authorized  to  hear  and 
decide  such  dispute.”  Language  could  not  be  made  more  clear  and 
mandatory. 

In  section  307  it  is  made  the  positive  duty  of  the  Labor  Board, 
on  the  application  of  the  chief  executive  of  any  carrier  or  organiza- 
tion of  emjilcnjees  or  suh  ordinate  officials^  or  upon  a written  peti- 
tion signed  by  not  less  than  100  unorganized  employees  or  sub- 
ordinate officials  directly  interested,  to  receive  for  hearing  and  with 
due  diligence  decide  all  such  disputes  not  decided  as  provided  for 
in  section  301,  that  is,  by  a conference  between  the  representatives 
of  the  parties. 

To  restate  then,  it  is  plain  that  Congress  intendea  to  demand 
and  require  that  if  possible  there  should  be  no  interruption  of  traf- 
fic by  reason  of  these  disputes  between  carriers  and  their  em- 
ployees; that  it  should  be  the  positive  duty  of  the  parties  interested 
to  confer  through  their  representatives  and  settle  such  disputes 
if  possible^  but  it  did  not  stop  there.  It  directed  that  if  they  could 
not  be  or  were  not  thus  settled,  then  the  parties  should  refer  them 
to  the  proper  board  for  decision.  If  not  thus  settled,  either  because 
a conference  was  held  and  they  did  not  agree  or  because  one  of  the 
parties  refused  to  enter  such  a conference,  then  either  party  could 
bring  it  before  the  Labor  Board,  and  it  was  made  the  positive  duty 
of  this  Board  to  receive  for  hearing  and  to  decide  any  such  dispute 
wMch  heed  not  been  so  deckled  or  settled. 

Under  this  law  and  under  conditions  more  fully  recitea  in  De- 
cisions Kos.  2 and  119,  the  disputes  involved  in  Dockets  1,  2,  and  3 
were  brought  before  the  Labor  Board.  To  that  case  the  Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad  and  its  subsidiary  and  affiliated  lines  were  parties, 
and  they  appeared  and  were  heard  through  their  selected  repre- 
sentatives from  time  to  time,  and  at  such  lengths  as  they  desired. 
At  the  opening  of  the  hearings  on  that  case,  the  representatives  of 
the  carriers  took  the  position  that  only  the  question  of  wage  in- 
creases should  be  passed  on,  and  that  that  question  only  was  before 
the  Board,  because  on  that  alone  had  the  proper  conferences  been 
held  and  the  Board  was  informed  that  the  carriers  had  given 
notice— 

That  the  matter  of  continuing  national  agreements,  interpretations  tliereof 
and  general  orders  and  all  other  arrangements  negotiated  between  the  United 
States  Railroad  Administration  and  the  so-called  standard  recognized  labor  or- 
ganizations shall  he  handled  by  negotiation  between  the  management  and  em- 
ployees of  each  individual  railway.  (Decision  119,  p.  2.) 

It  was  further  stated  that  “ this  recommendation  ” had  been  con- 
veyed to  all  the  member  roads  of  the  Association  of  Railway  Ex- 
ecutives. 
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Accordingly,  the  organizations  arranged  for  the  presentation, 
about  Ma}^  1,1920,  to  each  carrier  of  a request  for  the  continuance 
of  the  national  agreements,  etc.  Such  requests  were  thereafter  made 
on  each  carrier.  Conferences  on  the  requests  were  denied  by  the 
officers  of  the  carriers  in  general  on  the  ground  that  the  matter 
had  been  referred  to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision. 

Elvidences  of  such  requests  made  to  various  carriers  and  their 
refusals  were  filed  with  the  Board,  including  requests  to  the  Penn- 
sylvania Railroad  and  its.  subsidiary  and  affiliated  lines.  Whether 
the  proper  efforts  were  made  by  the  representatives  of  the  employees 
to  have  these  conferences  is  now  immaterial  in  view  of  the  subsequent 
events.  At  an^^  rate,  applications  were  filed  by  representatives  of  the 
employees  bringing  the  dispute  before  the  Board, 

E'or  reasons  fully  set  out  in  Decisions  Efos.  2 and  119,  the  Board  in 
Decision  No.  2 decided  only  the  dispute  as  to  wages  then  before  it,  and 
reserved  for  further  hearing,  action,  and  decision  all  questions  relat- 
ing to  rules  and  working  conditions,  and  the  adoption,  extension,  and 
perpetuation  of  the  national  agreements,  rules,  and  working  condi- 
tions in  force  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Ad- 
ministration, and,  pending  such  further  consideration  and  ultimate 
decision,  the  Board  continued  the  national  agreements,  rules,  etc.,  in 
force  as  a modus  vivendi.  This  decision  was  accepted,  acquiesced  in, 
and  acted  under,  so  far  as  we  are  informed,  by  practically  all  the 
parties  before  the  Board. 

Such  a decision  was  obviously  necessary  because  the  Board  had 
not  had  time  to  hear,  and  the  parties  had  not  had  opportunity  to 
present,  their  evidence  and  views  on  these  questions,  and  of  necessity 
there  had  to  be  knovrn  rules  under  which  the  men  could  work  and  the 
increases  proAuded  for  in  Decision  No.  2 be  applied. 

But  the  dispute  as  to  the  adoption  and  continuance  of  the  national 
agreements  was  before  the  Board  on  the  applications  filed  and  cer- 
tifications made  by  the  representatiA^es  of  the  employees  for  an 
adoption  or  continuation  of  the  national  agreements.  The  Board 
could  not  render  its  final  decision  for  the  reasons  stated  at  the  time 
Decision  No.  2 Avas  rendered,  and,  as  they  were  the  rules  and  working 
conditions  then  in  force,  obviously  they  could  not  be  well  terminated 
without  a decision  or  bringing  on  an  industrial  war  which  Congress 
had  sought  to  prohibit.  After  some  delay,  not  the  fault  of  the  Board, 
a date  for  the  further  hearing  on  this  dispute  Avas  set  for  January  10, 
1921,  and  all  the  parties  interested  AA^ere  further  heard  at  great  length. 

On  behalf  of  the  executives,  including  the  Pennsylvania  System, 
there  was  submitted  much  evidence  and  argument  intended  and  tend- 
ing to  shoAY  that  the  national  agreements,  orders,  etc.,  were  unfair, 
unjust,  and  unduly  burdensome. 

On  January  31  the  chairman  of  the  labor  committee  of  the  Associa- 
tion of  Railway  ExecutiA^es,  a Auce  president  of  the  Pennsyh^ania 
System,  appeared  before  the  Board  and  urged  that  it  at  once  take 
action,  and,  among  other  things,  decide  and  declare  the  national 
agreements,  etc.,  terminated ; that  the  question  of  reasonable  rules  and 
working  conditions  be  remanded  to  negotiations  between  each  carrier 
and  its  own  employees ; and  that,  as  a basis  for  such  negotiations,  the 
agreements,  rules,  and  Avorking  conditions  in  effect  as  of  December 
31,  1917.  be  reestablished. 
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Here  was  a clear  recognition — if  any  were  needed — that  the  Board 
had  jurisdiction  and  was  dealing  with  the  subject  of  rules  and  work- 
ing conditions,  and  the  Board  was  requested  by  the  representatives 
of  the  carriers,  including  the  Pennsylvania  System,  to  put  in  force 
rules  existing  prior  to  December  31,  1917,  as  a basis  for  negotiation, 
from  which  it  appears  that  the  carriers  also  realized  there  must  be 
some  authorized  set  of  rules  in  existence  and  in  force  to  govern  the 
parties  until  new  rules  could  be  adopted,  either  by  agreement  or  a 
decision  of  the  Board. 

On  February  9,  1921,  the  Labor  Board  made  an  announcement  de- 
clining to  grant  the  requests  made  at  that  time  and  continuing  the 
further  hearing. 

After  a further  hearing  the  Board  on  April  14,  1921,  rendered  and 
issued  its  Decision  No.  119. 

It  decided  in  accordance  with  the  contention  of  the  representa- 
tives of  the  carriers  that  the  dispute  should  be  referred  for  further 
conferences  and  negotiations  between  the  separate  and  several 
carriers  and  the  representatives  of  the  employees.  The  Board  denied 
the  contention  of  the  representatives  of  employees  for  an  indefinite 
extension  of  the  national  agreements,  orders,  etc.,  of  the  Railroad 
Administration,  and  refused  to  decide,  as  had  been  requested  by 
representatives  of  the  employees,  that  those  rules  were  just  and 
reasonable.  It  decided  that  it  was  not  advisable  to  terminate  at  once 
its  direction  contained  in  decision  No.  2 for  a temporary  continuance 
of  the  national  agreements,  rules,  etc.,  as  it  said  such  a course  would 
leave  many  carriers  and  their  employees  without  any  rules  regulat- 
ing working  conditions,  and  that  if  the  Board  should  keep  the  direc- 
tions in  decision  No.  2 in  effect  until  the  agreements  should  be  arrived 
at,  it  Vv  as  possible  that  agreements  might  never  be  reached.  It  there- 
fore decided  that  the  direction  of  the  Board  in  decision  No.  2,  extend- 
ing the  rules  and  working  conditions  and  agreements  in  force  under 
the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  should 
cease  and  terminate  July  1,  1921;  that  in  the  meantime  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  carriers  and  of  the  employees  should  confer,  begin- 
ning the  conferences  at  the  earliest  possible  date,  and  endeavor  to 
decide  as  much  of  the  dispute  between  them  as  possible.  It  further 
directed  that  the  conferees  should  keep  the  Board  informed  of  the 
final  agreements  and  disagreements  to  the  end  that  the  Board  might 
know  prior  to  July  1,  1921,  what  portion  of  the  dispute  had  been 
decided.  It  reserved  the  right,  under  certain  conditions  to  terminate 
its  direction  as  to  the  extension  of  the  national  agreements,  rules,  and 
working  conditions  beyond  that  date.  It  announced  that  it  would 
promulgate  such  rules  as  it  determined  just  and  reasonable  as  soon 
after  July  1 as  was  reasonably  possible,  and  make  them  effective  as 
of  July  1,  1921. 

The  Board  was  then  assuming  that  all  the  parties  would  in  good 
faith  endeavor  to  meet  and  confer  as  the  Board  had  directed,  and  as 
the  Transportation  act  enacted  by  Congress  required.  It  assumed 
that  this  would  be  done  promptly,  and  the  matters  of  difference  sub- 
mitted to  the  Board.  The  Board  retained  jurisdiction  of  the  whole 
matter  and  proceeded  with  the  hearings,  and  further  evidence  and 
arguments  were  submitted  by  all  the  parties  to  the  dispute. 
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On  June  27,  1921,  the  Board  finding  that  in  some  instances  the 
carriers  and  employees  parties  to  the  dispute  had  reached  an  agree- 
ment on  rules,  but  in  a considerable  number  of  instances  there  re- 
mained certain  rules  upon  which  no  agreement  had  been  reached, 
while  in  others  conferences  had  not  yet  begun,  deemed  it  necessary 
to  make  a further  order,  and  did  on  that  date  (June  27)  issue 
Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  in  Avhich  it  directed,  among 
other  things,  that,  in  lieu  of  any  other  rules  not  agreed  to  in  confer- 
ences held,  the  rules  established  by  or  under  authority  of  the  United 
States  Kailroad  Administration  should  be  continued  in  effect  until 
such  time  as  rules  were  considered  and  decided  upon  by  the  Labor 
Board. 

It  was  the  judgment  of  the  Board  that  this  was  proper  and  nec- 
essary, especially  in  view  of  the  fact  that  in  many  instances,  on 
account  of  disagreement  of  the  parties  as  to  how  and  with  whom 
such  conferences  should  be  held,  no  such  conferences  had  been  held 
as  the  statute  required  and  as  the  Board  had  directed.  It  was  thought 
necessary  in  the  interest  of  industrial  peace  that  the  Board  should 
make  this  extension  and  give  the  parties  additional  time  in  which 
to  comply  with  the  orders  of  the  Board  and  provisions  of  the  statute. 

Among  other  carriers  which  had  not  held  conferences  directed 
by  the  Board  and  which  had  failed  to  report  the  negotiations, 
agreements  and  disagreements,  was  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  and 
its  system  of  affiliated  carriers.  Disputes  in  regular  form  had  been 
filed  with  and  submitted  to  the  Board  on  behalf  of  the  Railway  > 
Employee’s  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  against 
the  Pennsylvania  System,  and  also  against  the  same  road  by  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers, 
Express  and  Station  Employees.  It  was  in  the  dispute  filed  by  the 
Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  resulting  in  Decision 
No.  218,  that  complaint  was  made.  On  behalf  of  complainants  in 
that  case  it  was  claimed  in  substance,  that  they  represented  the  ma- 
jority of  the  shop  crafts  and  had  the  right  under  the  Transporta- 
tion Act  and  the  decision  of  the  Board  to  a conference  and  to  nego- 
tiate a contract  for  the  classes  of  men  they  represented  on  that  rail- 
road and  its  affiliated  lines. 

In  this  connection  it  should  be  further  stated  that  even  prior 
to  the  Federal  administration,  various  carriers  had  in  some  instances 
entered  into  written  agreements  or  contracts  duly  signed  which  were 
negotiated  with  labor  organizations  representing  employees  in  which 
rules  were  adopted  and  conditions  prescribed  that  were  to  govern 
special  class  or  classes  covered  by  the  contracts.  In  other  instances 
negotiations  were  held  and  agreements  reached  which  were  not  for- 
mally signed,  but  which  were  promulgated  by  the  management  to 
govern  the  employees,  but  which  were  none  the  less  contracts.  In 
still  other  instances,  rules  were  verbally  negotiated  and  adopted  by 
practice. 

During  the  Federal  administration  the  national  agreements  were 
negotiated,  entered  into  and  signed  by  the  Director  General  and 
certain  labor  organizations  representing  certain  classes  of  employees. 
On  many  roads  there  were  employees  who  did  not  belong  to  labor 
organizations.  On  some  roads  there  were  separate  and  distinct  or- 
ganizations between  which  there  were  conflicting  claims  and  ques- 
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tions  of  jurisdiction.  That  is,  some  of  the  employees  in  a certain 
class  were  found  to  be  members  of  one  organization,  while  some  of 
the  same  class  of  employees  would  belong  to  another  and  distinct 
organization,  which  separate  organizations  did  not  cooperate  or 
affiliate  but  had  open  and  frequent  conflicts  and  contentions.  Some 
of  these  disputes  had  been  brought  before  the  Board.  It  was  ob- 
vious that  the  nature  and  necessity  of  the  matter  required  on  any 
particular  road,  at  least  on  any  division,  that  the  rules  and  working 
conditions  governing  a particular  class — as  for  instance,  section 
men— should  be  uniform.  One  set  of  rules  could  of  course  not  be 
prescribed  for  the  members  of  one  organization,  and  another  and 
different  set  for  the  members  of  another  organization.  In  other 
words,  two  different  sets  of  rules  and  working  conditions  could  not 
Avell  be  negotiated  and  applied  to  the  same  class  or  classes  of  em- 
ployees on  the  same  road  or  division. 

Principles  promulgated  in  Decision  No.  119. — In  order  to  facilitate 
the  conferences,  promote  early  agreements,  and  expedite  as  early  a 
settlement  of  these  matters  as  possible,  the  Labor  Board  adopted  as  a 
part  of  Decision  No.  119  certain  principles  and  regulations  which  it 
directed  should  govern  the  parties  in  these  negotiations — among 
others,  Principle  15,  which  reads : 

The  majority  of  any  craft  or  class  of  employees  shall  have  the  right  to 
determine  what  organization  shall  represent  members  of  such  craft  or  class. 
Such  organization  shall  have  the  right  to  make  an  agreement  which  shall 
apply  to  all  employees  in  such  craft  or  class.  No  such  agreement  shall  in- 
fringe, however,  upon  the  right  of  employees  not  members  of  the  organiza- 
tion representing  the  majority  to  present  grievances  either  in  person  or  by 
1‘epresentatives  of  their  own  choice. 

The  Transportation  Act,  1920,  had  plainly  and  expressly  recog- 
nized these  labor  unions  and  organizations  as  representatives  of 
the  employees  which  were  to  be  dealt  with  by  the  carriers  and 
the  Board.  The  act  made  no  distinction  as  between  organizations  ; 
hence,  the  Board  could  make  none  and  does  make  none.  But  it 
had  to  recognize  the  rights  of  each  separate  class  as  the  ‘‘parties 
directly  interested,”  as  under  the  act  the  employees  directly  inter- 
ested had  the  right  to  select  their  own  representatives.  This  could 
only  be  secured  by  the  voice  of  the  majority  of  that  class. 

It  must  therefore  be  obvious  that  the  principle  adopted  was  in 
pursuance  of  the  directions  and  spirit  of  the  act,  and  was  fair,  just, 
reasonable,  and  necessary. 

Directions  in  Decision  No.  218. — The  Pennsylvania  Pailroad  Sys- 
tem Federation  No.  90  of  the  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F. 
of  L.,  in  petition  to  the  Labor  Board  claimed  that  it  represented  a ma- 
jority of  the  shop  crafts  on  the  Pennsylvania  System  and  had  the 
right  under  the  orders  of  the  Board  and  the  Transportation  Act  to 
represent  the  employees  and  to  conduct  and  conclude  the  negotiations 
as  to  rules  affecting  them,  and  that  this  right  had  been  denied  and  was 
refused  them  by  the  management.  It  was  to  assert  and,  through  the 
decision  of  the  Board,  procure  this  right  that  the  dispute  which  was 
decided  in  Decision  No.  218  was  brought  before  the  Board.  Both 
sides  were  granted  a full  hearing. 

It  appeared  that  both  parties,  to  an  extent  recognized  the  re- 
quirements of  the  Transportation  Act  and  the  rules  adopted  by 
the  Board  to  carry  out  that  act.  It  was  recognized  by  both  that 
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it  was  proper  or  necessary  to  ascertain  by  a vote  of  the  emplo^^ees 
who  were  or  should  be  the  representatives  “designated  and  author- 
ized” to  conduct  the  conferences  and  negotiations. 

The  parties  in  conference  failed  to  agree  on  a method  and  each 
adopted  a plan  and  held  a separate  election  of  its  own.  Each 
side  reported  a different  result  and  made  conflicting  claims  and 
charges.  This  was  the  dispute  decided  by  the  Board  in  its  Decision 
Xo.  218. 

The  Board,  in  substance,  held  that  both  sides  were  to  some  extent 
in  error  and  that  neither  election  was  entirely  fair  and  legal.  The 
Board  directed  another  election  to  be  held  under  a plan  and  rules 
adopted  and  promulgated  by  the  Board.  It  subsequently  came  to  the 
attention  of  the  Board  that  objection  was  made  to  the  method  of 
holding  the  election,  because  it  provided  for  a ballot  that  w^as  not 
secret.  The  Board  immediately,  on  its  OAvn  initiative,  issued  Ad- 
dendum Xo.  1 to  said  decision,  authorizing  the  parties  to  provide  a 
secret  ballot. 

The  Board  desired  to  give  the  parties  greater  liberty,  believing, 
if  good  faith  were  observed  by  all,  that  there  should  be  no  real 
difficulty  in  securing  an  honest  and  fair  election,  and  thus  ascertain- 
ing the  real  wishes  of  the  employees. 

In  Decision  Xo.  218,  bearing  date  of  July  26,  1921,  it  was  directed 
that  a conference  of  the  carrier  and  the  representatives  of  the 
class  of  employees  concerned,  organized  and  unorganized,  be  held 
on  or  before  August  10,  1921,  to  complete  arrangements  for  said 
election.  On  August  10,  the  last  day  of  this  period,  the  carrier  asked 
for  a 15-day  extension  thereof.  This  request  was  promptly  granted 
by  the  Board.  The  time  having  been  fixed  in  the  first  place  to 
enable  both  parties  to  hold  said  conference  and  arrange  for  said 
election,  the  extension  of  time  was  granted  for  the  same  purpose.  It 
appears,  however,  that  the  time  so  granted  has  not  been  used  for 
the  purpose  intended,  that  the  conference  directed  has  not  been  held, 
and  that  no  steps  have  been  taken  to  enable  the  employees  to  select 
their  representatives  as  required  by  the  law  and  ordered  by  the 
Board.  On  the  contrary,  the  entire  30  days  have  been  consumed  by 
the  carrier  in  the  active  promulgation  of  propaganda,  at  an  enormous 
expense  to  its  stockholders,  in  which  the  issues  involved  in  this 
controversy  have  been  misstated  and  the  action  and  position  of  the 
Kailroad  Labor  Board  grossly  misrepresented. 

As  the  end  of  the  30  days  granted  by  the  Board  approached, 
the  carrier  filed  its  application  to  the  Board  to  vacate  and  set  aside 
Decision  Xo.  218.  In  this  application  the  carrier  says,  in  effect,  and 
in  its  outside  propaganda  in  express  words,  that  it  will  not  abide 
by  the  decision  of  the  Board  in  this  matter,  unless  said  decision  sets 
the  seal  of  its  approval  on  the  carrier’s  conduct. 

The  open  attacks  of  the  carrier  on  the  Labor  Board  and  on  the 
law  which  created  it,  shall,  in  no  wise,  affect  the  Board  in  its  effort 
to  give  calm  and  just  consideration  to  the  carrier’s  petition,  because 
matters  of  great  moment  to  the  public  and  to  the  carriers  are  in- 
volved. 

It  may  be  as  well  to  state  in  this  connection,  once  for  all,  that 
the  Railroad  Labor  Board  can  not  be  SAverved  from  what  it  considers 
a just  and  legal  course  by  the  hostile  printed  propaganda  of  dissat- 
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isfied  carriers  or  by  the  continued  threats  of  labor  strikes  that  are 
made  before  it. 

The  Transportation  Act  is  regarded  by  thoughtful  men  as  the 
greatest  forward  step  that  has  ever  been  taken  in  any  countiw  to 
preserve  industrial  peace.  The  plain,  primary  purpose  of  Con- 
gress was  to  protect  the  public  from  the  financial  disaster,  physical 
suffering,  and  general  demoralization  that  would  result  from  the 
interruption  of  railroad  traffic  and  transportation.  Secondarily, 
the  act  was  intended  to  save  both  labor  and  capital  from  such  calam- 
ities. 

That  the  time  has  come  when  the  complex  industrial  and  social 
system  of  this  great  and  populous  country  must  be  guaranteed  all 
the  immunity  possible  from  traffic  and  transportation  disturbances, 
is  beyond  all  question.  If  the  Transportation  Act  does  not  provide 
such  a guaranty,  the  public  will  find  means,  legal  and  constitutional, 
that  will. 

The  Labor  Board  has  been  gratified  by  the  cooperation  it  has 
received,  as  a rule,  from  both  carriers  and  employees  in  its  difficult 
task  of  aiding  the  transition  of  the  country’s  great  transportation 
systems  from  a war  basis  to  one  of  peace,  with  the  least  possible 
conflict. 

The  Board,  however,  recognizes  the  right  of  any  party  to  a con- 
troversy before  it  to  take  such  legal  measures  as  it  may  deem  de- 
sirable to  protect  itself  from  any  injustice  that  might  be  imposed 
by  the  action  of  the  Board. 

The  statement  of  the  proceedings  above  set  out,  all  of  which  is 
beyond  question,  fully  shows  that  a dispute  to  which  this  carrier 
was  a formal  party  and  in  which  it  appeared  and  was  heard  at 
length  was  properly  before  the  Board. 

Points  in  petitioners  application.- — The  grounds  set  out  in  the 
petition  for  the  vacation  of  Decision  No.  218  will  now  be  considered 
seriatim. 

1.  The  protest  of  the  carrier  against  the  extension  of  the  na- 
tional agreements. 

This  point  has  hereinbefore  been  disposed  of. 

2.  The  right  of  the  Board  to  adopt  the  principles  set  out  in  De- 
cision No.  119  and  in  other  decisions,  for  the  guidance  of  carriers 
and  employees,  is  questioned. 

' It  is  a settled  principle  of  law  that  under  a remedial  act,  as  this 
is,  even  where  not  expressly  given,  sufficient  powers  are  implied 
to  enable  the  purposes  of  the  act  to  be  accomplished.  But  in  this 
instance  the  power  is  expressly  given  in  the  language  of  the  statute, 
namely,  ^‘The  Labor  Board  may  make  regulations  necessary  for 
the  efficient  execution  of  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  this  title.” 

In  the  adoption  of  the  rules  promulgated  in  these  several  de- 
cisions, the  Board  was  making  “ regulations  necessary  for  the  effi- 
cient execution  of  the  functions  vested  in  it,”  regulations  to  ac- 
complish the  purposes  of  the  act,  to  promote  and  make  practicable, 
if  possible,  the  proper  conferences  provided  for  in  the  act,  and  to 
establish  regulations  and  conditions  that  vv^ould  lead  to  a settlement 
of  disputes  and  prevent  the  interruption  of  traffic. 

The  Transportation  Act  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  Board  to  estab- 
lish fair  and  reasonable  rules  and  working  conditions.  In  its  Deci- 
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sion  K'o,  119,  directing  the  parties  to  confer  and  negotiate  rules  and 
working  conditions,  in  order  to  indicate  some  principles  by  which  the 
Board  would  be  governed  in  the  settlement  of  disputes  and  in  order 
to  thus  facilitate  agreements  and  induce  more  prompt  settlements,  the 
Board  set  out  and  adopted  certain  principles  that  should  govern,  and 
which  it  indicated  would  be  the  basis  of  its  decision  and  action.  As 
an  example,  it  provided  among  other  principles  ithe  following : 
“ 3.  The  management  having  the  responsibility  for  the  safe,  efficient, 
and  economical  operation,  the  rules  will  not  be  sul)versive  of  neces- 
sary discipline,”  and  “ 13.  The  health  and  safety  of  employees  should 
be  reasonably  protected.” 

If  the  Board  is  compelled,  as  it  is  b}^  the  Transportation  Act,  to 
decide  what  are  just,  fair,  and  reasonable  rules  and  working  condi- 
tions, certainly  it  was  within  its  power  to  indicate  to  the  parties  some 
of  the  principles  which  should  govern. 

It  is  not  claimed  by  petitioner  that  any  of  the  principles  set  out 
in  Decision  Xo.  119  for  the  guidance  of  carriers  and  employees  in 
negotiation  of  rules  has  worked  any  injury  to  petitioner,  nor  does 
petitioner  disclose  any  connection  whatever  between  its  criticism  of 
these  principles  and  the  matters  at  issue  in  the  pending  dispute. 

3.  An  attack  or  criticism  is  made  on  the  statement  in  the  decision 
that  “ there  is  no  question  of  the  closed  or  open  shop  involved  in  this 
dispute  and  no  other  real  matter  of  principle.  The  question  involved 
is  merely  one  of  procedure.” 

As  will  be  observed,  this  statement  was  made  in  reply  to  the  con- 
tention of  the  carrier  that  previous  action  of  the  Board  teiided  to 
establish  the  closed  shop. 

In  the  application  before  the  Board,  it  is  said  with  much  emphasis 
that  the  carrier  takes  direct  issue  with  the  Board  on  this  subject. 
The  carrier  avers  that  the  Board  has  no  power  or  right  to  set  up  its 
judgment  or  opinion  against  the  carrier,  that  dissatisfaction  with 
mere  matters  of  procedure  should  not  be  ‘‘  tortured  into  a ‘ dispute  ’ 
within  the  purview  of  the  act,”  and  that  a question  of  mere  procedure 
could  in  no  sense  be  a dispute. 

In  this  the  petitioner  loses  sight  of  the  fact  that  the  Transportation 
Act  provides  that  any  and  all  disputes  between  the  carrier  and  its 
employees  shall  be  brought  before  this  Board  for  settlement,  unless 
otherwise  adjusted.  Questions  of  procedure  are  not  excluded. 

It  certainly  was  a very  acute  dispute,  and  the  position  of  the  carrier 
practically  was  that  it  had  the  sole  right  to  proceed  in  its  ovfii  way 
in  the  selection  of  the  delegates  who  were  to  represent  the  employees ; 
that  it,  and  it  alone,  had  the  right  to  prescribe  the  plans  and  conduct 
the  proceedings  and  be  the  sole  judge  of  the  results;  and  that  any 
judgment,  opinion,  direction,  or  regulation  by  the  Board  was  an 
uncalled  for  and  unauthorized  interference  with  the  prerogatives  of 
the  carrier.  The  mere  statement  of  its  position  would  seem  to  carry 
its  own  answer.  It  must  be  evident  to  everyone  that  if  this  practice 
should  prevail,  there  would  be  no  real  conferences,  no  liberty  of  action 
left  to  the  employees,  and  that  there  could  be  no  real  negotiation  and 
settlement  of  matters  in  dispute. 

I.  The  carrier  announced  it  to  be  its  intention  and  purpose  to 
follow  its  own  plan  to  decide  upon  the  qualifications  of  the  em- 
ployees who  were  to  vote,  and  avers  that  it  has  the  right  to  pre- 
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scribe  and  limit  the  qualifications  of  employees  as  to  their  voting 
by  eliminating  those  not  in  actual  service  at  the  time,  although 
they  may  be  still  on  its  rolls  as  emploj^ees,  but  simply  laid  off  or 
furloughed  at  the  time  of  election. 

This  is  a question  that  was  not  raised  at  the  original  hearing 
and  the  Board  did  not  have  the  benefit  of  the  views  of  either  party 
thereon. 

The  carrier  further  denies  the  power  of  the  Board  to  prescribe 
any  methods  as  to  the  selection  of  representatives,  and  questions 
the  correctness  of  the  Board’s  action  in  prescribing  the  rule  for 
ascertaining  the  representative  capacity  of  the  spokesmen  of  un- 
organized employees. 

This  is  likewise  a matter  that  was  not  presented  at  the  original 
hearing. 

The  carrier  also  asserts  the  right  to  limit  the  representatives  to 
be  selected  by  the  employees  to  persons  who  are  in  the  actual  em- 
ployment of  the  carrier. 

The  Transportation  Act  does  not  prescribe  any  such  limitation. 
We  knoAv  of  no  law  in  this  country  which  prevents  or  limits  a man 
in  selecting  his  own  representative,  and  this  Board  has  certainly  no 
power  to  prescribe  a limitation  which  the  law  does  not,  and  has  no 
disposition  to  do  so. 

As  has  been  repeatedly  pointed  out,  when  the  Transportation 
Act  was  passed.  Congress  knew  of  and  obviously  had  directly  in 
view  the  labor  conditions  existing  on  the  transportation  lines  and 
the  previous  history  of  labor  troubles. 

It  kneAv  of  the  labor  union  and  organizations,  their  history, 
growth,  purposes,  and  nature.  It  knew  that  negotiations  as  to 
rules  and  working  conditions  and  as  to  disputes  had  in  the  past 
been  largely  conducted  on  behalf  of  the  employees  by  these  or- 
ganizations, and  that  their  officials,  committees,  agents,  and  em- 
ployees were  peculiarly  fitted  and  qualified  to  conduct  these  ne- 
gotiations; that  it  would  be  difficult  and  unsatisfactory  for  indi- 
vidual employees  or  even  small  groups  of  employees  in  the  face 
of  these  conditions  to  conduct  negotiations  and  settle  disputes;  and 
that  an  attempt  to  do  so  and  to  ignore  such  organizations  and  the 
acquired  and  vested  rights  of  the  members  thereof  might  lead  to 
industrial  war.  No  one  can  doubt  that  these  matters  were  known 
to  and  considered  by  Congress,  and  with  these  matters  before  Con- 
gress, it  is  to  be  noted  as  most  significant  that  Congress  provided 
only  three  methods,  or  only  three  classes  who  were  authorized  to 
bring  disputes  before  the  Board:  (a)  The  chief  executive  of  any 
carrier;  (b)  the  chief  executive  of  any  organization  of  employees 
or  subordinate  officials;  and  (e)  100  or  more  unorganized  employees. 

The  organizations  are  repeatedly  and  expressly  recognized  in 
the  act  and  shown  to  have  the  right  to  represent  the  employees  in 
these  matters. 

Of  the  hundreds  of  disputes  brought  before  this  Board  probably 
less  than  five  have  been  brought  by  and  for  unorganized  employees. 
It  seems  useless  and  even  stupid  to  argue  and  discuss  this  phase. 
But  we  want  to  make  it  plain  that  Congress  contemplated  that  the 
organizations  would  largely  represent  the  employees,  and  made  it 
the  imperative  duty  of  the  Board  to  hear  tliem. 
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This  presents  the  real  crux  of  the  controversy  in  this  case.  Here 
was  an  organization  to  which  many,  if  not  a majority,  of  the  em- 
ployees in  the  shop  craft  class  of  this  company  belonged.  It  is 
strongly  insisted  that  a majority  of  this  class  on  this  road  desired 
and  liad  authorized  this  organization  to  represent  them  in  the  con- 
ferences and  negotiations  to  be  held.  For  reasons  and  motives  that 
are  immaterial  to  this  Board,  it  is  evident  that  the  management  was 
not  willing,  if  it  could  be  avoided,  that  this  organization,  its  officals, 
agents,  and  committees  should  represent  these  men,  and  it  evidently 
formed  its  plans  to  prevent  this  if  it  could.  An}^way,  it  was  un- 
willing to  agree,  or  did  not  agree,  with  this  organization  on  a plan  to 
fairly  ascertain  the  wishes  of  this  class  of  employees  on  the  road. 
Both  of  the  contending  parties  adopted  and  carried  out  their  own 
separate  plans,  both  of  which  were  held  by  this  Board  to  be  faulty 
and  unfair.  The  Board  endeavored  to  prescribe  a plan  and  method 
that  would  fairly  obtain  and  accurately  express  the  wishes  of  the 
majority  of  the  employees  of  this  class.  This  decision  the  carrier 
rejects  and  refuses  to  abide  by,  and  arrogates  to  itself  the  sole  func- 
tion and  power  to  decide  these  matters.  If  a majority  of  this  class 
of  employees  on  this  road  has  an  absolute  right  under  the  law  to 
select  their  own  representatives — and  this  is  the  clearly  expressed 
will  of  Congress — this  Board  in  its  proceedings  and  decisions  must 
obey  the  mandate  of  Congress.  If  the  carrier  refuses,  it  is  an  attack 
not  so  much  on  this  Board  as  on  Congress.  It  is  nothing  more  or 
less  than  a denial  and  repudiation  of  the  sovereign  will  of  the  United 
States  as  expressed  by  Congress. 

If  the  members  of  any  class  vcish  to  join  a union  they  have  that 
right.  If  they  desire  to  remain  out  or  leave  such  a union  at  any 
time,  they  have  that  right.  If  they  or  a majority  of  any  class  want 
a union  or  its  officers  to  represent  them,  they  have  that  right.  If 
they,  whether  union  men  or  not,  want  other  individuals  to  represent 
them,  they  have  that  right.  Xeither  this  Board  nor  the  management 
of  the  Penns3dvania  System  has  the  right  by  any  kind  of  plan  or 
movement  to  dictate  as  to  who  shall  be  their  representatives.  Any 
attempt  to  do  so  is  an  unauthorized  assumption  of  power. 

5.  The  carrier  states  in  its  petition  that  it  has  been  its  policy"  to 
establish  and  maintain  emploj^ee  representation  since  the  termina- 
tion of  Federal  control. 

The  carrier’s  policy  in  this  regard  embraces  no  element  of  origi- 
nality. as  emplovee  representation  is  exactly  what  the  Transportation 
Act  provides.  In  that  the  carrier  dealt  with  the  four  transportation 
brotherhoods,  without  cavil  or  evasion,  recognizing  their  representa- 
tives without  question  or  friction,  it  is  entitled  to  due  credit.  The 
same  polic}^  pursued  with  the  shop  crafts  would  have  wrought  the 
same  beneficent  results. 

6.  Section  6 of  the  petition  contains  a somewhat  vague  statement 
to  the  effect  that  the  employees’  representatives  have  recentlj^  signi- 
fied their  approval  of  the  agreements  negotiated  with  carrier. 

If  this  be  true,  it  is  worthy’  of  consideration. 

7.  The  carrier  states  that  the  agreements  it  has  entered  into  with 
emplo^^ees  of  the  shop  crafts  are  in  full  force  and  effect,  that  the 
parties  have  acquired  mutual  rights  thereunder,  and  that  their 
abrogation  b}^  this  Board  will  work  a great  injury  to  both  carrier 
and  employees. 
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This  claim  contains  no  merit.  If  the  carrier,  in  violation  of  law, 
hurriedly  entered  into  alleged  agreements  with  a minority  of  the 
shop  craft  employees,  over  the  protest  of  a majority,  it  can  not  com- 
plain at  the  result  of  its  own  actions. 

8.  The  carrier  suggests  that  the  employees  who  are  not  parties  to 
the  alleged  contracts  and  who  do  not  want  to  be  bound  by  them  may 
invoke  the  aid  of  the  Board. 

The  carrier  in  this  suggestion  ignores  the  statutory  right  of  the 
employees  in  the  first  instance  to  a voice  in  the  making  of  said 
agreements. 

On  the  question  as  to  the  legal  right  of  the  carrier  to  establish 
rules  and  working  conditions,  the  Board  refers  to  its  discussion  of 
this  subject  as  contained  in  Decision  No.  224,  and  adopts  as  part  of 
this  decision  the  statements  therein  made  and  conclusions  therein 
arrived  at.  We  think  that  opinion  demonstrates  that  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  Board  to  prescribe  what  are  fair,  just,  and  reasonable  rules 
and  working  conditions  for  the  parties  without  regard  to  their  strict 
legal  rights,  and  that  if  each  party  is  allowedi  to  insist  upon  its 
strict  legal  rights,  as  defined  by  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Transportation 
Act,  it  would  be  impossible  for  them  to  reach  agreements,  except 
the  agreement  to  disagree  and  separate  and  thus,  in  effect,  demoral- 
ize the  transportation  system  of  the  country. 

The  purpose  of  the  Transportation  Act  was  to  enable  the  par- 
ties to  meet  in  conference,  and  when  unable  to  compose  their  differ- 
ences, for  the  United  States  Kailroad  Labor  Board  to  prescribe 
conditions  under  which  they  should  act.  It  is  pointed,  out  in  the 
decision  above  referred  to  that  there  are  two  possible  views  as  to 
the  present  state  of  the  law  on  this  subject:  One  is  that  the  de- 
cisions of  this  Board  are  merely  persuasive  with  only  a moral  obli- 
gation resting  upon  the  parties;  the  other  is  that  Congress  in  the 
exercise  of  paramount  police  power  necessary  for  the  preserva- 
tion, safety,  and  progress  of  the  country,  has,  as  to  these  common 
carriers  and  their  employees,  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  limited 
the  exercise  of  their  hitherto  unquestioned  legal  rights  in  such 
matters.  But,  as  stated  in  that  decision,  whatever  view  may  be 
taken,  the  duty  of  the  Labor  Board  remains  the  same;  that  is,  to 
decide  what  is  just,  fair,  and  reasonable  as  between  the-  parties  and 
the  public. 

Order. — It  is  the  order  of  the  Labor  Board  that  the  carrier’s 
request  for  an  oral  hearing  of  its  petition  shall  be  granted  for  the 
purpose  of  permitting  the  carrier  to  present  its  views  on  the  follow- 
ing matters : 

1.  The  question  as  to  what  employees,  if  any,  not  in  the  actual 
and  active  service  of  the  carrier,  such  as  men  laid  off,  furloughed, 
or  absent  upon  leave,  shall  be  permitted  to  vote  in  the  election 
of  representatives  to  negotiate  agreements  on  rules  and  working 
conditions. 

2.  The  question  of  how  the  representative  capacity  of  the  spokes- 
men of  unorganized  employees  shall  be  ascertained. 

3.  The  carrier  will  be  permitted  to  offer  such  evidence  as  it  may 
see  fit  of  the  adoption  or  ratification  of  its  shop  craft  rules  by  .the 
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representatives  of  said  crafts  fairly  selected  by  a majority  of  the 
employees  of  that  class. 

Said  hearing  is  set  for  10  a.  m.,  Monday,  September  26,  1921. 

The  Board  declines  to  grant  a hearing  upon  the  other  questions 
raised  in  carrier’s  petition,  for  reasons  hereinbefore  set  out. 


MEMORANDUM  IN  RE  DOCKET  845. 

Chicago,  III.,  Octoher  25,  1921. 

Memorandum  Relating  to  the  Threatened  Genera!  Strike  of  Train  and  Engine 
Service  Employees  and  Telegraphers. 

Friction  has  arisen  between  practically  all  the  Class  I carriers 
of  the  United  States  and  their  train  and  engine  service  employees 
and  telegraphers,  represented  by  the  following  organizations: 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers. 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen. 

Brotherhood  of  Bailroad  Trainmen. 

Order  of  Bail  way  Conductors. 

Switchmen’s  Union  of  Xorth  America. 

Order  of  Bailroad  Telegraphers. 

One  of  the  principal  causes  of  this  trouble  lies  in  the  fact  that 
said  carriers  have  notified  certain  of  the  executives  of  said  organi- 
zations that  it  is  the  purpose  of  the  carriers  to  apply  to  the  United 
States  Bailroad  Labor  Board  for  a further  reduction  in  wages,  ad- 
ditional to  that  ordered  July  1,  1921. 

The  proper  consideration  of  the  conditions  surrounding  the  matters 
now  pending  before  the  Bailroad  Labor  Board  should  remove  any 
immediate  occasion  for  strife  between  the  carriers  and  said  organi- 
zations of  emploj^ees  growing  out  of  a possible  reduction  in  wages  by 
the  Labor  Board.  The  conditions  referred  to  are  as  follows : 

Since  the  organization  of  the  Labor  Board,  a little  more  than  18 
months  ago,  more  than  2,000  cases  involving  disputes  between  carriers 
and  employees  have  been  filed  with.the  Board.  More  than  700  of 
these  disputes  have  been  disposed  of  and  many  others  have  been  heard 
and  not  yet  decided.  The  Board  has  been  deluged  with  cases  in- 
Amlving  minor  grievances  which  would  not  have  been  sent  here  to 
congest  its  dockets  had  the  carriers  and  their  employees  cooperated  in 
the  establishment  of  adjustment  boards,  as  provided  in  the  Trans- 
portation Act,  1920. 

Three  questions  of  paramount  importance  have  been  before  the 
Board:  (1)  The  wage  increase  of  1920,  (2)  the  wage  reduction  of 
1921,  and  (3)  the  adoption  of  new  rules  and  working  conditions. 
Each  of  these  matters  has  necessarily  consumed  a great  amount  of 
time.  Each  of  them  involved  all  the  Class  I carriers  and  every  in- 
dividual of  every  class  of  their  employees  in  the  Llnited  States, 

Tlie  two  wage  controversies  were  disposed  of,  but  during  the 
entire  pendency  of  both  the  revision  of  rules  and  working  condi- 
tions has  been  pending  and  is  now  only  well  begun.  The  Board 
has  been  justly  urged  by  the  carriers  to  complete  its  consideration 
of  the  rules  and  to  hand  down  its  decision.  The  Board’s  unavoid- 
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able  delay  in  disposing  of  this  question  has  subjected  it  to  criticism 
by  the  public  and  restive  complaint  upon  the  part  of  the  carriers. 

The  Board  has  heretofore  issued  two  decisions  embracing  shop- 
craft  rules.  The  remainder  of  the  shop-craft  rules  are  still  pend- 
ing, and  the  disputed  rules  of  other  classes  of  employees  have  not 
yet  been  touched. 

No  more  difficult  and  complex  question  can  ever  arise  before 
this  Board  than  that  of  the  revision  of  the  rules  governing  the 
Avorking  conditions  of  any  class  of  railway  employees.  It  requires 
an  immense  amount  of  time  and  painstaking  work.  It  is  the  judg- 
ment  of  the  Board  that  as  a matter  of  procedure  it  Avould  be  un- 
wise, and  as  a matter  of  policy,  unjust,  to  discontinue  the  consid- 
eration of  rules  and  working  conditions  and  enter  into  a prolonged 
hearing  of  an  application  to  reduce  Avages  at  this  time. 

It  is  not  within  the  province  of  the  Labor  Board  to  shut  the  door 
in  the  face  of  either  carrier  or  employee  desiring  to  submit  a dis- 
pute to  the  Board,  or  to  dictate  the  time  Avhen  such  dispute  shall  be 
filed.  It  is,  however,  within  the  discretion  of  the  Board  to  fix  the 
order  in  which  it  will  take  up  and  consider  the  numerous  matters 
submitted  to  it. 

In  this  aspect  of  the  matter,  it  should  be  of  material  help  to  the 
carriers  and  their  employees  to  understand  the  status  of  the  Board’s 
Avork  as  above  set  out  and  its  plans  in  regard  thereto. 

It  will  thus  become  apparent  that  tlie  employees  who  are  pro- 
testing against  a further  Avage  cut  are  crossing  bridges  long  before 
they  can  possibly  get  to  them,  and  that  carriers  can  not  hasten  a 
Avage  reduction  by  applying  for  it  at  this  time. 

The  attitude  of  the  Labor  Board  in  this  matter  must  not  be  mis- 
understood. It  is  not  affected  by  the  threat  of  a strike.  It  had 
adopted  several  weeks  ago  the  policy  of  making  everything  else 
secondary  to  the  consideration  of  the  controA’^ersies  oaw  rules  and 
Avorking  conditions,  but  with  the  ordinary  number  of  unavoidable 
digressions,  and  eA^en  with  the  greatest  diligence,  it  will  require  con- 
siderable time  to  complete  the  decision  of  rules. 

Another  factor  that  demands  the  highest  consideration  is  the 
fact  recognized  by  both  carriers  and  employees  that  the  questions 
of  wages  and  Avorking  rules  are  inextricably  interwoven.  Many  of 
the  rules  and  working  conditions  governing  the  employees  haA^e  a 
money  value,  and  it  would  be  difficult  to  give  satisfactory  consid- 
eration to  the  question  of  wages  until  the  rules  and  working  con- 
ditions to  which  the  wages  would  apply  are  definitely  fixed  and 
known. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  considerations,  it  is  the  purpose  of  the 
United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  that  the  submissions  of  car- 
riers and  employees  on  rules  and  working  conditions  shall  be  com- 
pletely disposed  of  as  to  any  particular  class  of  employees  before  a 
hearing  is  had  on  any  question  of  Avages  affecting  said  class  of  em- 
ployees on  any  carrier  covered  by  Decision  No.  147. 

The  rules  governing  any  class  of  employees  will  be  deemed  to 
have  been  completely  disposed  of  when  the  Board  has  passed  upon 
all  the  submissions  affecting  said  class,  either  by  a decision  of  dis- 
puted rules  or  by  referring  them  back  to  a conference  of  the  carrier 
and  employees. 
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A.  DECISIONS  INDEXED  BY  SUBJECTS. 


P^OTE. — Figures  shown  in  parentheses  at  end  of  subjects  refer  to  decision  numbers;  e.  g.,  “(Dn,  288)'* 
following  the  index  reference  to  ‘‘Decrease  in  business”  refers  to  Decision  No.  288.] 
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Abolishment  of  Positions : Page. 

Decrease  in  business  (Dn.  288) 310 

Prohibited  when  purpose  is  to  reduce  rates  (Dn.  120,  241) 277 

Right  of  earners  to  abolish  positions  (Dn.  281,  365,  379,  530) 305,  371,  383,  498 

Assignment  of  Work: 

Bridge  carpenters  performing  derrick  engineers’  work  (Dn.  337) 352 

Supervisory  employees  performing  mechanics’  work  (Dn.  405,  409) 397, 403 


C. 

Classification  of  Positions  and  Rates : 


Clerical  and  station  forces — 

Apron  tenders  (Dn.  513) 486 

A^istajit  chief  clerk  (Dn,  183) 180 

Assistant  superintendent  (Dn.  294) 324 

Baggage  and  express  agents  (Dn,  86) 52 

Baggageman-clerk  (Dn,  466).  441 

Balance  sheet  checkers  (Dn.  127) 114 

Car  accountant  (Dn,  241) 277 

Car  cleaner  clerk  (Dn.  368) .* 274 

Check  clerks  (Dn.  465) 440 

Chief  car-record  clerk  (Dn.  241) 277 

Chief  clerk  (Dn.  87, 183). 52, 180 

Clerical  work  of  more  than  four  hours  a day  (Dn.  368,  565) 374,  521 

Clerks  (Dn.  512,  570) 486,  523 

Clerks  with  less  than  six  months’  experience  (Dn.  297) 326 

Common  laborers  (Dn.  125,  384,  391) 113,  387,  390 
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Messengers  (Dn.  281,  559) 305,518 
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Milk  handlers  (Dn.  382,  385) 385,388 
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Rail,  lumber,  and  scrap  handlers  (Dn.  125) 113 

Reclassification,  effect  on  seniority  (Dn.  505) 481 

Red  cap  (Dn.  246) 281 

Shop  accountant  (Dn.  200) 190 

Shop  watchmen  (Dn.  113) 83 

Station  attendants  (Dn.  286) 309 

Stockmen  (Dn.  379,  384) 383,  .387 

Store  helpers  (Dn.  384) 387 

Toll-bridge  collector  (Dn.  471) 447 

Trucker-clerk  (Dn.  565) 521 

Telephone  s^vitchboard  operators  (Dn.  284) 307 

Engine  service  employees — 

Helper  crews  (Dn.  104) 77 

Local-freight  service  (Dn.  310) 337 

Way-freight  service  (Dn.  310) 337 
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Classification  of  Positions  and  Rates — Continued. 

Express  employees — Page. 

Assistant  superintendent  (Dn.  294) 324 

Baggage  and  express  agents  (Dn.  86) 52 

Balance  sheet  checkers  (Dn.  127) 114 

Clerks  with  less  than  six  months’  experience  (Dn.  297) 326 

Express  messengers  (Dn.  240) 276 

Messenger  helpers  (Dn.  281) 305 

Personal  office  forces  (Dn.  370) 375 

Maintenance  of  way  and  unskilled  forces  specified — 

Ash-pit  men  (Dn.  300) 329 

Common  laborers  (Dn.  128,  303) 116,332 

Crossing  watchmen  (Dn.  406) 399 

Drawbridge  operators  (Dn.  420) 416 

Engine  supplymen  (Dn.  331) 347 

Engine  watchmen  at  isolated  points  (Dn.  524) 493 

Hoisting  engineers  (Dn.  397) 393 

Inside  hostler  helpers  (Dn.  143) 126 

Laborers  at  coal  wharves  (Dn.  301) 330 

Lubricator  fillers  (Dn.  144) 127 

Oilhouse  man  (Dn.  88) 54 

Painters  (Dn.  92) 70 

Pumpers  (Dn.  255) 288 

Section  foremen  supervising  coal  chutes  (Dn.  250) 284 

Section  laborers  (Dn.  260) 294 

Stationary  engineers  (Dn.  352,  415,  416,  417) 361, 408, 409,  409 

Shop  employees — 

Car  repairers  (Dn.  341) 355 

Electrical  crane  operators  (Dn.  580) 529 

Electricians  (Dn.  212) 201 

Linemen  (Dn.  212) 201 

Supervisory  employees  (Dn.  405) 397 

Signal  department  employees — 

Assistant  signal  maintainers  (Dn.  226,  356) 259,364 

Assistant  signalmen  (Dn.  226) 259 

Helpers  (Dn.  226,  356) 259,364 

Signal  maintainers  (Dn.  252) 286 

Telegraphers,  telephoners,  and  agents — 

Agent-nontelegraphers  (Dn.  530) 498 

Operator-levermen  (Dn.  381) 384 

Train-service  employees — 

Brakemen,  mixed  runs  (Dn.  78) 48 

Clam  shell  used  on  main  track  (Dn.  84) 50 

Conductors  on  mine  and  switching  runs  (Dn.  481) 455 

Mine-run  service  (Dn.  60) 42 

Mixed-run  service  (Dn.  347) 358 

Shifter  service  (Dn.  60) 42 

Yard -service  employees — 

Hostlers  (Dn.  483) 457 

Yardmasters,  footboard  (Dn.  484) 459 

Yardmen  (Dn.  71) 46 

Combination  Service: 

Baggage  and  joint  express  (Dn.  63) 42 

Joint  employees  of  railroad  and  express  company  (Dn.  86) 52 

Passenger  and  express  service  (Dn.  347) 358 

Section  foreman  and  coal-chute  supervisor  (Dn.  250) 284 

Station  service  and  messenger  run  (Dn.  276) 302 

Contract  Work: 

Carrier  furnishing  labor  to  contractor  (Dn.  257) 290 

Contract  with  individual  employees  (Dn.  120) 96 

Contracting  of  roundhouse  work  (Dn.  145) 128 

New  station  by  contractor,  building  of  (Dn.  328) 345 
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Deadhead  Service : Page. 

Disputes  withdrawn  from  Board  (Dn.  97) , 74 

Outlying  points,  definition  of  (Dn.  82) 49 

Demotions : 

Foreman  demoted  to  carpenter  with  increased  pay  (Dn.  342) 355 

Positions  abolished  closes  dispute  (Dn.  531) 499 

Restoration  to  former  positions  (Dn.  271,  388) 299,  390 

Rights  of  officials  to  other  service  (Dn.  289,  339) 310,  353 

Seniority  to  govern  regardless  of  color  (Dn.  307) 336 
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Alexander,  W.  H.  (Dn.  196) 188 

Amon,  Marjorie  (Dn.  557) 517 

Asbury,  E.  (Dn.  74) 47 

Barbee,  J.  Pearl  (Dn.  533) 500 

Barlow,  H.  E.  (Dn.  527) 495 
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Cicko,  Annie  (Dn.  451) 432 

Clark,  P.  N.  (Dn.  498) 467 

Collins,  C.  L.  (Dn.  441) 428 

Collins,  E.  (Dn.  81) 49 

Craigle,  Charles  (Dn.  490) 465 

Crevier,  E.  F.  (Dn.  274) 301 

Cruse,  Frank  D.  (Dn.  199) 190 

Daniels,  Clara  (Dn.  455) 433 

Da\ds,  O.  H.  (Dn.  309) 337 

Diverty,  James  E.  (Dn.  282) 306 

Doll,  Harry  (Dn.  489) 464 

Donnelan,  Mercedes  (Dn.  472) 447 

Dressier,  L.  T.  (Dn.  490) 465 

Dwyer,  L.  T.  (Dn.  490) 465 

Easton,  John  W.  (Dn.  327) 345 

Elgan,  Adolph  (^n.  451) 432 

Elkenbrod,  T.  (Dn.  262) 295 

Employees  unnamed — 

Brakemen  (Dn.  500) 468 

Car  Cleaners  (Dn.  433) 425 

Checkers  (Dn.  138) 123 

Conductors  (Dn.  500) 468 

Shopmen  (Dn.  109) 81 

Switchmen  (Dn.  80) 48 

English,  J.  G.  (Dn.  177) 175 

Enijak,  Eva  (Dn.  446) 430 

Fairley,  O.  E.  (Dn.  207) 197 
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Graves,  A.  L.  (Dn.  499) 468 
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Kessler,  Pearl  (Dn.  451) 4:32 
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Lanon,  John  (Dn.  424) 419 
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Mooers,  G.  E.  (Dn.  207) 197 

Moore,  Blanche  (Dn.  434) 425 

Moore,  E.  J.  (Dn.  204) 193 

Moore,  F.  L.  (Dn.  516) 488 

Morton,  Mamie  (Dn.  443) 429 
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Murphy,  M.  (Dn.  457) 434 

Nelson,  Victor  (Dn.  404) 397 

Obermark,  F.  J.  (Dn.  436) 426 

O’Neal,  Warren  (Dn.  430) 424 

Phillips,  R.  (Dn.  551) 513 

Prouse,  E.  F.  (Dn.  178) 176 

Rampy,  W.  E.  (Dn.  398) 394 

Reim,  Clara  (Dn.  472) 447 

Rhodes,  Etta  (Dn.  450) 431 

Roulston,  Ch'4stopher  (Dn.  455) 433 

Rowell,  J.  W.  (Dn.  497) 467 

Seeds,  Paul  (Dn.  499) 468 

Seegar,  F.  (Dn.  454) 433 

Short,  J.  H.  (Dn.  43) 31 

Skiba,  Alexander  (Dn.  258) 293 

Skibo,  A.  (Dn.  442) 428 

Smith,  H.  H.  (Dn.  532) 499 
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Smith,  Stella  (Dn.  263) 295 

Strawn,  W.  B.  (Dn.  467) 442 

Strobis,  Julia  (Dn.  450) 431 

Swan,  Lydia  (Dn.  450) 431 

Thomas;  R.  B.  (Dn.  207) 197 
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Turkham,  E.  E.  (Dn.  499) 468 
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York,  Mary  (Dn.  446) 430 

_ Young,  R.  A.  (Dn.  207) 197 
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Arwood,  S.  B.  (Dn.  528) 496 

Athey,  Lawrence  (Dn.  329) 346 

Booker,  T.  F.  (Dn.  399) 394 
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Hardy,  Bernard  (Dn.  410) 405 

Harmeson,  George  (Dn.  539) .504 
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Little,  H.  N.  (Dn.  403) 397  f 
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McNey,  P.  J.  (Dn.  401) , 395 

Mosley,  Frank  (Dn.  224) * 251 
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Thomas,  Samuel  (Dn.  146) 132 
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Crane,  0.  L.  (Dn.  234) 272 

Schroeder,  H.  A.  (Dn.  216) 205 

Sheldon,  J.  E.  (Dn.  234) 272 

Disputes,  Method  of  Handling : 

Conferences  to  be  held  (Dn.  70, 82, 89,  90,  91, 119, 120,  121, 148, 174,  218,  220, 

259, 292, 299, 514) . .45, 49,  55,  58,  60,  87,  96, 103, 154, 173,  207,  216,  293, 322,  328,  487 

Employees  entitled  to  investigation  (Dn.  85) 50 

Hearing  in  discipline  cases  (Dn.  206) 196 

Rate  of  pay  reductions  (Dn.  332,  413) 348, 407 

Selection  of  representatives  (Dn.  174,  218,  220,  412,  418,  419,  425) 173, 

207,  216, 406,  410,  413,  419 

E. 

Eating  and  Sleeping  Accommodations: 

Messengers  in  train  service  (Dn.  295) 325 

Express  Employees : 

Abolishment  of  positions  (Dn.  281) 305 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  for — 

Employees  with  less  than  six  months’  experience  (Dn.  297) 326 

Express  messenger  (Dn.  240) 276 

Service  outside  regular  assignment  (Dn.  276) 302 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  305) 334 

Turnaround  service  (Dn.  240) 276 

Basic  rates  of  pay  defined  (Dn.  361,  363) 368,  370 
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Express  Employees — Continued.  Pago. 

Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  304,  360,  362) 333,  367,  369 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  127,  281,  294,  297.  370) 114, 

305,324,326,375 

Combination  service  (Dn.  276) 302 

Dismissals  (Dn.  134,  151,  177,  189,  270,  282,  283,  296) ^ 121, 

156, 175, 184,  299, 306,  307, 326 

Eating  and  sleeping  accommodations  (Dn.  295) 325 

Hours  in  service,  change  in  starting  time  (Dn.  112) 82 

Increase  in  pay,  application  to  assistants  to  express  agents  (Dn.  184) 180 

Increase  in  pay,  application  to  part-time  employees  (Dn.  187,  298) 183,327 

Inequalities  in  rates  of  pay  (Dn.  369,  371) 374,  376 

National  agreement  rules  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 


Rates  of  pay,  changes  in  not  authorized  for  express  messengers  (Dn.  287)..  309 


Rates  of  pay,  reductions  authorized  (Dn.  217) 206 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  362) 369 

H. 

Held  Away  from  Home  Terminal : 

Mechanics,  bridge  and  building  department  (Dn.  249) 283 

Train  dispatchers  relieving  dispatchers  at  other  points  (Dn.  273) 300 

Hostling  Service: 

Main-track  movements  by  hostlers  (Dn.  483) 457 

Hours  of  Service : 

Basic  day  for  Pullman  employees  (Dn.  439) 427 

' Change  in  starting  time  (Dn.  112) 82 

Discontinuance  of  Sund^  assignments  (Dn.  383) 386 

Saturday  half  holidays  (Dn.  568) 523 

Housing  Conditions: 

Payment  of  water  license  by  employees  (Dn.  325) 344 

Furnishing  houses  for  section  men  (Dn.  94) 72 

J. 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board : 

American  Refrigerator  Transit  Co.  (Dn.  211) 201 

Applicants  not  complying  with  law  (Dn.  82,  89,  90,  109) 49,  55,  58,  81 

Applicants  not  party  to  contract  (Dn.  63) 42 

Canadian  lines,  employees  on  (Dn.  380,  394) 384,  392 

Conflict  of  jurisdiction  (Dn.  121) 103 

Disputesarising  prior  to  creation  of  Board  (Dn.  72,  73,  74,  75,  77,  79,  81, 

83,  318,  319,  320,  321,  491,  495,  563,  575). 46, 

46,  47, 47,  47, 48,  49,  49,  340,  340,  341,  341,  465,  466,  520,  526 
Employees  outside  of  United  States  (Dn.  380,  394) 384,  392 

L. 

Labor  Board  Decisions,  Application  of : 

Decision  No.  2 — 

Article  II  (Dn.  182,  245,  465) 179,  280,  440 

Article  II,  section  1 (Dn.  200,  277,  384) 190,  262,  387 

Article  II,  section  2 (Dn.  135,  142,  245,  268,  384,  535,  567) 122, 

126,  280,  297,  387,  501,  522 

Article  II,  section  3 (Dn.  245,  268,  567) 280,  297,  522 

Article  II,  section  4 (Dn.  135,  513) 122,  486 

Article  II,  section  5 (Dn.  139,  191,  203,  268) 124, 185, 192,  297 

Article  II,  section  6 (Dn.  191) 185 

Article  II,  section  7 (Dn.  125,  136,  185,  186,  286,  384,  391) 113, 

122, 182, 182,  309,  387,  390 
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Labor  Board  Decisions,  Application  of — Continued. 


Decision  No.  2 — Continued.  rage. 

Article  II,  section  8 (Dn.  391) 390 

Article  II,  section  9 (Dn.  125,  185,  186,  391,  513) 113, 182, 182,  390, 486 

Article  III  (Dn.  188) 183 

Article  III,  section  3 (Dn.  49,  535) 35,  501 

Article  III,  section  6 (Dn.  48,  128,  301,  331) 34, 116,  330,  347 

Article  III,  section  7 (Dn.  117,  118) 86,  86 

Article  III,  section  8 (Dn.  48,  128,  301,  331) 34, 116,  330,  347 

Article  IV,  section  3 (Dn.  129) 116 

Article  V (Dn.  194) 187 

Article  V,  section  1 (Dn.  131,  135,  179) 118, 122, 176 

Article  V,  section  2 (Dn.  131,  179) 118, 176 

Article  VI,  section  1 (Dn.  96) 74 

Article  VI,  section  4 (Dn.  143) 126 

Article  VII,  section  1 (Dn.  324,  487) 343, 462 

Article  VII,  section  2 (Dn.  324) 343 

Article  VII,  section  3 (Dn.  188,  324) 183,  343 

Article  VII,  section  4 (Dn.  484) 459 

Article  VIII,  section  1 (Dn.  352) 361 

Article  VIII,  section  2 (Dn.  349) 360 

Article  IX  (Dn.  129) 116 

Article  XI,  section  1 (Dn.  152,  247) 156,  281 

Article  XII  (Dn.  484) 459 

Article  XIII  (Dn.  47) 33 

Article  XIII,  section  1 (Dn.  322) 341 

Article  XIII,  section  3 (Dn.  47,  113,  114,  115,  116,  247,  349,  400) 33, 

83,  84,  84,  85,  281,  360,  394 

Article  XIII,  section  6 (Dn.  53) 37 

Article  XIII,  section  7 (Dn.  114) 84 

Basic  rates  of  pay  (Dn.  518) 489 

Employees  laid  off  after  May  1,  1920  (Dn.  202) 192 

Gang  leaders  of  laborers  (Dn.-  515) 488 

Hoisting  engineers  (Dn.  397) 393 

Lea\dng  the  ser\dce  prior  to  July  20,  1920  (Dn.  110,  421) , 81, 417 

Runs  with  monthly  guarantee  (Dn.  98) 75 

Seamstresses  (Dn.  428) 423 

Transferring  from  one  department  to  another  (Dn.  351) 361 

Decision  No.  3 — , 

Article  II,  (Dn.  361,  363) 368,  370 

Assistants  to  express  agents  (Dn.  184) 180 

Part-time  employees  (Dn.  298) 327 

Part-time  express  employees  (Dn.  187) 183 

Decision  No.  5 — 

Signal  employees. (Dn.  207)... 197 

Decis'on  No.  119 — 

Addendum  No.  2 (Dn.  504,  520,  541,  542,  543,  544,  545) 480, 

490,  504,  505,  506,  507,  508 

Interpretation  No.  1 to  Addendum  No.  2 (Dn.  541,  542,  543,  544,  545). . 504, 

505,506,507,508 

Interpretation  No.  4 (Dn.  553) 515 

Principle  2 (Dn.  467) 442 

Principle  6 (Dn.  467) 442 


Decision  No.  222 — • 

Addendum  No.  6 (Dn.  580) 529 


Leaves  of  Absence : 

General  chairmen,  privileges  granted  (Dn.  230,  333,  536) 269,348,501 

Indefinite  leaves  (Dn.  506) 482 

Pay  for  time  off  account  sickness  (Dn.  122,  192,  235,  236,  237,  248,  474,  507, 

508,  509,  554,  556,  561,  562,  564) Ill, 

186,  272,  273,  274,  282, 448,  483, 483,  484,  515,  516,  519,  520 
Pay  for  time  off  account  vacations  (Dn.  140,  306,  375,  378, 386, 390, 474, 537) . 125, 

335,  380,  382, 390, 448,  502 


778 


GE^s^ERAL  IXDEX. 


N. 


National  Agreement  Rules,  Application  of: 

Clerks’  agreement — T»age. 

Rule  1 (Dn.  87,  113,  124,  132,  201,  246,  294,  298,  370,  471,  479) 52, 

83,  112,  120,  191,  281,  324,  327,  375,  447,  452 

Rule  4 (Dn.  284,  368,  466  ,471,  565) 307,  374.  441,  447.  52 L 

Rule  5 (Dn.  565) 521 

Rule  6 (Dn.  44,  46,  124,  141,  213,  268,-  345,  458,  475,  558) 32, 

32,  112, 125,  203,  292,  297,  356, 434,  448,  517 

Rule  7 (Dn.  460,  463,  578) 436,  439.  528 

Rule  10  (Dn.  44,  46,  127,  141,  213,  304,  338,  360,  458,  538,  558) 32, 

32, 114,  125,  203.  333,  353,  367,  434,  503.  517 

Rule  11  (Dn.  285) 308 

Rule  12  (Dn.  87,  124,  238,  242,  244,  285) 52, 112,  275.  278,  279,  308 

Rule  15  (Dn.  212,  360) 201.  367 

Rule  17  (Dn.  87,  124) 52, 112 

Rule  21  (Dn.  462) 438 

Rule  22  (Dn.  510,  511) 484.  485 

Rule  24  (Dn.  367,  530) 373.498 

Rule  26  (Dn.  462) 438 

Rule  27  (Dn.  379,  462,  475) : 383.  438.  448 

Rule  29  (Dn.  321) 341 

Rule  31  (Dn.  475) 448 

Rule  32  (Dn.  190,  576) 184,  526 

Rule  37  (Dn.  206) 196 

Rule  43  (Dn.  212) 201 

Rule  45  (Dn.  212) 201 

Rule  46  (Dn.  506) 482 

Rule  47  (Dn.  506) 482 

Rule  49  (Dn.  156,  157,  158,  159,  160,  161,  162,  163,  164,  165,  166,  167, 

168,  169,  170,  171,‘172,  479,  559) 159,160,160, 

161,  162,  163,  163,  164,  165,  166, 166, 167, 168, 169, 169, 170, 171,  452,  518 

Rule  50  (Dn.  566) 521 

Rule  57  (Dn.  156,  157,  158,  159,  161,  162,  164,  165,  166,  172,  279,  280, 

395,461,468,469,470) 159, 

160, 160, 161, 163, 163, 165, 166, 171,  304,  304,  392,  437,  444,  445,  446 

Rule  61  (Dn.  305) 334 

Rule  62  (Dn.  305) 334 

Rule  64  (Dn.  156,  157,  158,  159,  161,  162,  164,  165,  166,  172,  574) 159, 

160,  160, 161, 163, 163, 165, 166. 166, 171,  525 
Rule  66  (Dn.  156,  157,  158,  159,  161,  162,  164,  165,  166,  169,  170,  172, 

197,  198,  426,  459,  466,  529,  559,  572,  574) 159, 160. 160. 161, 163, 

163,  165,  166,  166,  169,  169,  171,189,189,421,435,441,498,518,524,525 

Rule  71  (Dn.  183,  238).. 180.  275 

Rule  72  (Dn.  278) 303 

Rule  75  (Dn.  133) 120 

Rule  79  (Dn.  297) 326 

Rule  84  (Dn.  183,  241,  379) 180,  277,  383 

Rule  86  (Dn.  197,  198,  465) 189, 189,  440 

Rule  91  (Dn.  127,  281) 114,-305 

Rule  94  (Dn.  297) 326 

Rule  140  (Dn.  212) 201 

Rule  141  (Dn.  ,212) 201 

Express  employees’  agreement — 

Rule  1 (Dn.  298) 327 

Rule  10  (Dn.  304) 333 

Rule  47  (Dn.  240) 276 

Rule  68  (Dn.  240) 276 

Rule  76  (Dn.  240) 276 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  agreement — 

Article  I (Dn.  88) 54 

Article  II,  section  (a)  (Dn.  523) 492 

Article  II,  section  (c-2)  (Dn.  231,  408,  521) 270,  402,  490 

Article  II,  section  (d-1)  (Dn.  523) 492 

Article  II,  section  (d-2)  (Dn.  334) 349 

Article  II,  section  (e)  (Dn.  334,  521) 349,  490 

Article  II,  section  (f)  (Dn.  231,  289) . 270,  310 
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National  Agreement  Rules,  Application  of — Continued. 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  agreement — Continued.  Page. 

Article  II,  section  (h)  (Dn.  408,  523) 402,  402 

Article  II,  section  (j)  (Dn.  230) 269 

Article  III,  section  (a)  (Dn.  251,  340) 285,  354 

Article  III,  section  (e)  (Dn.  251,  289,  339) 285,  310,  353 

Article  V,  section  1 (Dn.  208,  334,  519) 197,  349,  489 

Article  V,  section  (a-1)  (Dn.  88,  180) 54,  177 

Article  V,  section  (a-5)  (Dn.  209,  355,  547) 198,  364,  510 

Article  V,  section  (a-6)  (Dn.  209,  355,  547) 198,  364,  510 

Article  V,  section  (a-7)  (Dn.  180,  522,  548) • 177,  491,  510 

Article  V,  section  (a-8)  (Dn.  88,  180,  522,  548) 54, 177,  491,  510 

Article  V,  section  (a-9)  (Dn.  548) 510 

Article  V,  section  (a-10)  (Dn.  255,  548) 288,  510 

Article  V,  section  (a-11)  (Dn.  548) 510 

Article  V,  section  (a-12)  (Dn.  255,  406,  524,  548) 288,  399,  493,  510 

Article  V,  section  (c-1)  (Dn.  208) 197 

Article  V,  section  (e)  (Dn.  209,  232,  546,  547) 198,  271.  508.  510 

Article  V,  section  (h)  (Dn.  209,  210,  233,  411,  547) 198,  200,  272,  405,  510 

Article  V,  section  (i)  (Dn.  249) 283 

Article  V,  section  (m)  (Dn.  249) 283 

Article  V,  section  (n)  (Dn.  210) 200 

Article  V,  section  (p)  (Dn.  250) 284 

Article  V,  section  (r)  (Dn.  210) 200 

Article  VI,  section  (i)  (Dn.  94,  208) 72, 197 

Shop  Crafts’  agreement — 

Rule  1 (Dn.  437) 427 

Rule  7 (Dn.  447) 430 

Rule  10  (Dn.  338,  423) 353.  418 

Rule  13  (Dn.  353) 362 

Ride  15  (Dn.  212,  400,  423,  541) 201,  394,  418,  504 

Rule  18  (Dn.  409) 403 

Rule  27  (Dn.  409,  437,  451) 403,  427,  432 

Rule  32  (Dn.  146,  405,  409,  435) 132,  397,  403,  426 

Rule  33  (Dn.  435) 426 

Rule  35  (Dn.  146) 132 

Rule  36  (Dn.  437) 427 

Rule  37  (Dn.  146,  430,  434,  451,  453) 132,  424,  425,  432,  433 

Rule  38  (Dn.  146) ' 132 

Rule  39  (Dn.  146,  429) 132,  424 

Rule  43  (Dn.  212) 201 

Rule  49  (Dn.  429) ^ 424 

Rule  140  (Dn.  129,  212,  405) 116.  201,  397 

Rule  141  (Dn.  129,  405,  580) 116,  397,  529 

Rule  145  (Dn.  129) 116 

Signalmen’s  agreement — 

Article  I,  section  3 (Dn.  226,  293) 259,  323 

Article  I,  section  5 (Dn.  226) 259 

Article  II,  section  13  (Dn.  407) 401 

Article  II,  section  17  (Dn.  293) 323 

Article  II,  section  18  (Dn.  293) 323 

Article  II,  section  20  (Dn.  293) 323 

Article  II,  section  23  (Dn.  356) 364 

Article  V,  section  1 (Dn.  226) 259 

Article  V,  section  2 (Dn.  356) 364 

Notices,  Posting  of: 

Lodge  and  committee  meeting  notices  (Dn.  133) 120 

P. 

Pay  Day  Regulations: 

Termination  of  pay-roll  week  (Dn.  45) 32 

Promotions : 

Positions  outside  of  scope  of  agreement  (Dn.  221 ) 323 

Seniority  not  affected  by  (Dn.  289,  339) 310,  353 

Temporary  appointment  to  higher  positions  (Dn.  58) 41 
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R. 

Railroad  Administration  Orders,  Application  of: 

General  Order  No.  27 — Page. 

Article  III,  section  (a)  (Dn.  272) 299 

Supplement  No.  4 (Dn.  292). 322 

Supplement  No.  4,  Article  I,  section  5-A  (Dn.  252) 286 

Supplement  No.  4,  Article  III,  section  4 (Dn.  350) 360 

Supplement  No.  7 (Dn.  460,  505,  578) 436,  481,  528 

Supplement  No.  7,  Article  II,  section  2 (Dn.  352) 361 

Supplement  No.  7,  Article  V,  section  (a)  (Dn.  144) 127 

Supplement  No.  7,  Article  V,  section  (b)  (Dn.  301) 330 

Supplement  No.  7,  Article  XII,  section  (b)  (Dn.  463) 439 

Supplement  No.  8 (Dn.  92,  336,  339,  546) 70,  351,  353,  508 

Supplement  No.  8,  Article  I,  section  (b)  (Dn.  250) 284 

Supplement  No.  8,  Article  V,  section  (g)  (Dn.  301) 330 

Supplement  No.  13  (Dn.  383) 386 

Supplement  No.  16,  Article  I (Dn.  487) 462 

Supplement  No.  16,  Article  I,  section  (a)  (Dn.  62) 42 

Supplement  No.  16,  Article  II  (Dn.  92) 70 

Supplement  No.  16,  Article  V,  section  (c)  (Dn.  56,  57,  61) 39,  40,  42 

Supplement  No.  19  (Dn.  86). 52 

Supplement  No.  19,  Article  I,  section  (b)  (Dn.  369,  371) 374,  376 

Supplement  No.  19,  Article  I,  section  (e)  (Dn.  371) 376 

Supplement  No.  24  (Dn.  482) 456 

Supplement  No.  24,  Article  II  (Dn.  93) 71 

Supplement  No.  24,  Article  V (Dn.  308) 337 

Supplement  No.  25  (Dn.  56,  57,  59) 39,  40,  41 

Rates  of  Pay : 

Arbitrary  reduction  of — 

Differential  in  pay  for  carpenters  (Dn.  332) 348 

Schedule  rates  (Dn.  91,  120,  121,  174,  413) 60,  96, 103, 173,  407 

Basic  rates  of  pay  defined  (Dn.  116,  142,  152,  238,  277,  352,  361,  363,  465, 


Changes  not  authorized  for — 

Baggagemen  and  mail  porters  (Dn.  123) 112 

Dining-car  employees  (Dn.  54) 37 

Express  messengers  (Dn.  287) 309 

Parcel  porters  (Dn.  176) 175 

Short  line  employees  (Dn.  108) 79 

Sleeping-car  employees  (Dn.  54,  107) 37,  78 

Unskilled  laborers  (Dn,  111) 82 

Decreases  authorized  for — 

Accountants(Dn.  228) 265 

Agents  (Dn.  147,  217,  228,  290) 133,  206,  265,  312 

Agents,  assistant  (Dn.  290).  312 

Agent-telegraphers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Agent-telephoners  (Dn.  147).  133 

Air-brake  men  (Dn.  290) 312 

Apprentice-helpers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Apprentices,  boiler  maker  (Dn.  290) 312 

Apprentices,  machinist  (Dn.  290) 312 

Apprentices,  regular  (Dn.  147) 133 

Ash-pitmen  (Dn.  147) 133 

Automobile  employees  (Dn.  217) 206 

Baggagemen  (Dn.  147,  215) 133,  204 

Baggage-room  employees  (Dn.  147) 133 

Bakers,  restam’ant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Barbers,  hotel  (Dn.  147) 133 

Bargemasters  (Dn.  147) : 133 

Bargemen  (Dn.  147) 133  ‘ 

Bed  makers,  hotel  (Dn.  147) 133 

Blacksmiths  (Dn.  147,  290) 133,  212 

Block  operators  (Dn.  147) 133 

Body  ironers,  laundry  workers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Boiler  makers  (Dn.  147,  290) 133,  212 
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Rates  of  Pay — Continued. 

Decreases  authorized  for — Continued.  Page. 

Bookkeepers  (Dn.  228) 265 

Brakeman  (Dn.  229) 267 

Brakemen,  passenger  sei’A'ice  (Dn.  147) 133 

Brakemen,  through  freight  servdce  (Dn.  147) 133 

Brakemen,  local  or  way  freight  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Bridge  inspectors  (Dn.  147) 133 

Bridgemen,  marine  (Dn.  147) * 133 

Bus  bovs,  restaurant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Callers^Dn.  147) 133 

Callers,  train  and  engine  crew  (Dn.  147) 133 

Captains  (Dn.  147) 133 

Captains,  lighter  (Dn.  147) 133 

Car  checker,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Car  cleaners  (Dn.  147) 133 

Car  repairers  (Dn.  290) 312 

Carmen  (Dn.  147) 133 

Carpenters  (Dn.  147,  228,  290) 133,  265,  312 

Carpenters,  foreman  coach  (Dn.  290) 312 

Carpenters,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Carpenter  and  watchman,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Carvers,  restaurant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Cashiers  (Dn.  147,  228) 133,  265 

Chainmen  (Dn.  228) 265 

Chauffem-s  (Dn.  147) 133 

Chefs  (Dn.  147) 133 

Chore  boys  (Dn.  147). 133 

Cinder-pit  laborers  (Dn.  290) 312 

Clerical  superv^isory  forces  (Dn.  147) 133 

Clerk,  bill  (Dn.  215) 204 

Clerk,  car  (Dn.  215) 204 

Clerk,  chief  (Dn.  147,  217) 133,  206 

Clerk,  cotton  (Dn.  215) 204 

Clerk,  lunch  counter,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Clerk,  station  (Dn.  215) 206 

Clerk,  ticket  (Dn.  215) 206 

Clerks  (Dn.  147,  217,  228) 133,  206,  265 

Coach  cleaners  (Dn.  228) 265 

Coal-chute  men  (Dn.  147) 133 

Coal  passers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Coal  passers,  marine  (Dn.  147) '. 133 

Cold-meat  men,  restaurant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Commissary  helpers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Conductors  (Dn.  229) 267 

Conductors,  assistant  passenger  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Conductors,  local  or  way  freight  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Conductors,  passenger  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Conductors,  suburban  service,  exclusive  (Dn.  147) 133 

Conductors,  through  freight  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Cooks  (Dn.  147) 133 

Coopers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Coremakers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Cradle  tender  (Dn.  147) 133 

Cupola  tenders  (Dn.  147) 133 

Deckhands  (Dn.  147) 133 

Dictaphone  cylinder  adjusters  (Dn.  147) 133 

Dictaphone  operators  (Dn.  228) 265 

Dishwashers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Dispatcher,  train  (Dn.  147) 133 

Draftsmen  (Dn.  228) 265 

Drawbridge  assistants  (Dn.  147) 133 

Drawbridge  tenders  (Dn.  147) 133 

Electrical  workers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Electricians  (Dn.  290) 312 

Elevator  operators  (Dn.  147) 133 

Engine-room  oilers  (Dn.  147) 133 
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Engine  service  employees  (Dn.  148) lot 

Engineers  (Dn.  229) 207 

Engineers,  ditching  (Dn.  147) 133 

Engineers,  freight  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Engineers,  hoisting  (Dn.  147) 133 

Engineers,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Engineers,  passenger  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Engineers,  pile  driver  (Dn.  147) 133 

Engineers,  pumper  (Dn.  147) 133 

Engmeers,  stationary  steam  (Dn.  147) 133 

Engineers,  yard  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Fire  builders  (Dn.  147,  228) 133,  265 

Firemen  (Dn.  229) 267 

Firemen  and  oilers,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Firemen,  ditching  (Dn.  147) 133 

Firemen,  hoisting  (Dn.  147) 133 

Firemen,  freight  service  (Dn.  147) ’ 133 

Firemen,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Firemen,  passenger  service  (Dn.  147). 133 

Firemen,  stationary  (Dn.  147) 133 

Firemen,  yard  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Firemen’s  helpers,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Flagmen  (Dn.  147) 133 

Flagmen,  local  or  way  freight  (Dn.  147) 133 

Flagmen,  passenger  Service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Flagmen,  through  freight  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Floatmen  and  float  watchmen  (Dn.  147) 133 

Flue  borers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foreladies,  laundry  workers  (Dn.  147). 133 

Foremen  (Dn.  147,  217,  228) 1.33,  206,  265 

Foremen,  assistant  bridge  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  assistant  building  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  assistant  concrete  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  assistant  maintenance  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  assistant  mason  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  assistant  painter  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  assistant  plumber  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  assistant  section  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  assistant  signal  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  assistant  track  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  assistant  water-supply  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  blacksmith  (Dn.  290) 312 

Foremen,  boilermaker  (Dn.  290) 312 

Foremen,  bridge  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  building  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  car  department  (Dn.  290) 312 

Foremen,  coal-chute  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  coal- wharf  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  concrete  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  construction  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  fence  gang  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  gang  (Dn.  147,  214) 133,  204 

Foremen,  maintenance  of  way  (Dn.  147,  214) 133,  204 

Foremen,  mason  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  painter  (Dn.  147,  290) 1 . . 133,  312 

Foremen,  plumber  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  roundhouse  (Dn.  290) 312 

Foremen,  section  (Dn.  214) 204 

Foremen,  signal  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  sub  (Dn.  147,  217) 133,  206 

Foremen,  track  (Dn.  147) - 133 

Foremen,  warehouse  (Dn.  215) 204 

Foremen,  water-supply  (Dn.  147) 133 

Foremen,  yard  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Freight  handlers  (Dn.  147,  214). 133,  204 
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Garage  employees  (Dn.  217) 20-i 

Gatemen  (Dn.  147) 133 

Guards  (Dn.  147,  217) 133,  20 

Hammersmiths  (Dn.  290) 312 

Helpers  (Dn.  217) 206 

Helpers,  blacksmith  (Dn.  290) 312 

Helpers,  boilermaker  (Dn.  290) 312 

Helpers,  car  repairer  (Dn.  290) 312 

Helpers,  electric  (Dn.  147) 133 

Helpers,  electric  passenger  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Helpers,  heavy  fire  blacksmith  (Dn.  290). 312 

Helpers,  hostler  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Helpers,  machinist  (Dn.  290) 312 

Helpers,  mechanics’  (Dn.  147) 133 

Helpers,  pipe  fitters’  (Dn.  290) 312 

Helpers,  regular  (Dn.  147) 133 

Helpers,  shop  mechanics’  (Dn.  147) 133 

Helpers,  signal  department  (Dn.  147) 133 

Helpers,  station  (Dn.  215) 204 

Helpers,  yard  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Hostlers,  inside  hostler  service  (Dn.  147).. 133 

Hostlers,  outside  hostler  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Housekeepers,  restaurant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Housemen,  restaurant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Inspectors,  bridge  (Dn.  147)... 133 

Inspectors,  car  (Dn.  290) 312 

Inspectors,  engine  (Dn.  290) 312 

Inspectors,  fruit  (Dn.  147) 133 

Inspectors,  perishable  (Dn.  147) ' . . . 133 

Inspectors,  signal  (Dn.  147) 133 

Instrument  man  (Dn.  228)... 265 

Janitors  (Dn.  147) 133 

Laborers  ( Dn.  228) 265 

Laborers,  common  (Dn.  147) 133 

Laborers,  roundhouse  (Dn.  147,  290) 133,  312 

Laborers,  shop  (Dn.  147).. 133 

Laborers,  shoperafts  (Dn.  290) 312 

Laborers,  station  (Dn.  147) 133 

Laborers,  store  (Dn.  228) 265 

Laborers,  storehouse  (Dn.  147) 133 

Laborers,  warehouse  (Dn.  147) 133 

Lamplighters  (Dn.  147) 133 

Lamp  tenders  (Dn.  147) • 133 

Leg  tenders,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Levermen  (Dn.  147) 133 

Lighter  captains  (Dn.  147) 133 

Linen-room  men,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Loaders  (Dn.  147) 133 

Locators  (Dn.  147)-. 133 

Machinists  (Dn.  147,  290) 133,  312 

Maids  (Dn.  147) 133 

Mail  distributor  (Dn.  147) 133 

Mail  gatherers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Maintainers,  leading  (Dn.  147) 133 

Managers,  assistant  restaurant  (Dn.  147) 133 

^lanagers,  restaurant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Manglers,  laundry  worker  (Dn.  147) 133 

Masters  (Dn.  147) . 133 

Masters,  chief  (Dn.  147) 133 

Mate  and  clerk  (Dn.  147) 133 

Mates  (Dn.  147) 133 

Mechanics  (Dn.  147) 133 

Messengers  (Dn.  147,  217) 133,  206 

Metal  workers,  sheet  (Dn.  147) 133 

Millmen  (Dn.  290) 312 
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Holders  (Dn.  147) 133 

Motormen  (Dn.  229) 267 

Motormen,  passenger  service  (Dn.  147) 133 

Office  boys  (Dn.  147) 133 

Oilers,  engine-room  (Dn.  147) 133 

Oilers,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Operators  (Dn.  228) 265 

Painters  (Dn.  290) 312 

Pantry  girls,  restaurant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Pantry  men,  dining  car  (Dn.  147) 133 

Pantry  men,  restaurant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Paper  numberers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Parcel-room  employees  (Dn.  147) 133 

Pile  drivers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Pilots  (Dn.  147) 133 

Pilots,  extra  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Pipe  fitters  (Dn.  290) 312 

Platform  employees  (Dn.  217) 206 

Platform  men  (Dn.  147) 133 

Porters,  buffet  (Dn.  147) 133 

Porters,  cabinet  (Dn.  147) 133 

Porters,  chair-car  (Dn.  147) ^ 133 

Porters,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Porters,  restaurant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Pumpers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rodmen  (Dn.  228) 265 

Runners  (Dn.  147) 133 

Sailor  and  decldiand  (Dn.  147) 133 

Scalers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Scrub  girls,  restaurant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Sealers  (Dn.  147,  214) 133,  204 

Seamstresses,  laundry  workers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Signal  inspectors  (Dn.  147) 133 

Signalmen  (Dn.  147) 133 

Signalmen,  assistant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Signal  maintainers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Signal  maintainers,  assistant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Slip  tenders  (Dn.  147) 133 

Stable  employees  (Dn.  217) 206 

Staffmen  (Dn.  147) 133 

Station  attendants  (Dn.  147) 133 

Station  masters,  assistant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Stenographers  (Dn.  215,  228) 204,  265 

Stevedores  (Dn.  147) 133 

Stewards  (Dn.  147) 133 

Stewards,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Storekeepers  (Dn.  147,  217,  228) 133,  206,  265 

Storekeepers,  assistant  (Dn.  147,  217) 133,  206 

Storeroom  men,  restaurant  (Dn.  147) ' 133 

Stowers  (Dn.  147,  215) 133,  204 

Supervisory  forces  (Dn.  147,  217) 133,  206 

Supply  men,  engine  (Dn.  228) 265 

Switch  tenders  (Dn.  147) 133 

Telegraphers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Telegraphers,  agent  (Dn.  147) 133 

Telephone  operators  (Dn.  147) 133 

Telephone  switchboard  operators  (Dn.  147) 133 

Telephoners,  agent  (Dn.  147) 133 

Ticket  assorters  (Dn.  147) 133 

Ticket  collectors  (Dn.  147) 133 

Ticket  collectors  (suburban  service  exclusive)  (Dn.  147) 133 

Tinners  (Dn.  290) . ’ 312 

Tower  directors  (Dn.  147) 133 

Towermen  (Dn.  147) 133 

Track  walkers  (Dn.  228) 265 


INDEX  TO  DECISIONS. 


785 


Rates  of  Pay — Continued. 

Decreases  authorized  for — Continued.  Page. 

Train  announcers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Train  directors  (Dn.  147) 133 

Train-service  employees  (Dn.  148,  217,  290) 154 

Truckers  (Du.  147,  214,  215) 133,  204,  204 

Vegetable  men,  restaurant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Wagon  employees  (Dn.  217) 206 

Waiters  (Dn.  147) 133 

Waiters,  dining  car  ( Dn.  147) 133 

Waiters,  head  (Dn.  147) 133 

Waitresses  (Dn.  147) 133 

Waitresses,  head  (Dn.  147) 133 

Warehousemen  (Du.  214) 204 

Washmen,  assistant  laundry  workers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Washmon,  laundry  workers  (Dn.  147) 133 

Watchmen  (Dn.  228) 265 

Watchmen,  crossing  (Dn.  147) 133 

Watchmen,  engine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Watchmen,  floating  equipment  (Dn.  147) 133 

Watchmen,  marine  (Du. *^147) 133 

Watchmen,  night  (Dn.  290) 312 

Watchmen,  office  (Dn.  147) 133 

Watchmen,  station  (Dn.  147) 133 

Watchmen,  warehouse  (Dn.  147) 133 

Water  tenders,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Waybill  assorters  (Dn.  147) 133 

Weighers,  assistant  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Weighers,  marine  (Dn.  147) 133 

Welders  (Dn.  290) 312 

VTieelsmen  (Dn.  147) i 133 

- Wipers,  engine  (Dn.  147,  228,  290) 133,  265,  312 

Yardmasters  (Dn.l47) 133 

Yardmasters,  assistant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Yardmen,  restaurant  (Dn.  147) 133 

Yard-service  employees  (Dn.  148) 154 

Effective  date  of  increases  on — 

Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad  (Dn.  181) 178 

Incorporation  of  rates  in  schedule  (Dn.  62)  • - . 42 

Increases,  application  to — 

Clerical  and  station  forces — 

Baggage  and  parcel  room  employees  (Dn.l35) 122 

Cashiers  (Dn.  142) 126 

Check  clerks  (Dn.  465) 440 

Clerks  with  previous  experience  (Dn.  245,  535,  567) 280,  501,  522 


122,  182,' 182^  '3‘o’9^  *387,  390 


Head  clerks  (Dn.  277) 303 

Janitors  (Dn.  139) 124 

Janitresses  (Dn.  139) 124 

klilk  handlers  (Dn.  382,  385) 385,  388 

Multigraph  operators  (Dn.  268) 297 

Ofiice  boys  (Dn.  191,  203) 185, 192 

Rates  established  subsequent  to  date  of  decision  (Dn.  142,  277, 

361,363) 126,303,295,295 

Stockmen  (Dn.  384) 387 

Storehelpers  (Dn.  384) 387 

Yard  checkers  (Dn.  535) 501 

Express  employees — 

^ Part-time  employees  (Dn.  187,  298) 183,  327 

Maintenance  of  way  and  unskilled  forces  specified — 

Bridge  and  building  foremen  (Dn.  47) 33 

Common  laborers  (Dn.  48,  301) 34,  330 

Employees  resigning  voluntarily  to  accept  other  work  (Dn.  351) . . 361 


Flagmen  on  self-propelled  piledrivers  (Dn.  188) 183 
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Gang  leaders  of  laborers  (Dn.  515) 488 

Hoisting  engineers  (Dn.  397) 393 

Hostler  helpers,  inside  (Dn.  143) 12G 

Monthly-rated  employees  (Dn.  47,  49,  114,  115,  117,  118,  182) 33. 

35,  84,  84.  86,  86. 179 

Painters  (Dn.  92,  518) 70,  489 

Pump-house  employees  (Dn.  352) 361 

Rates  established  subsequent  to  date  of  decisions  (Dn.  116) 85 

Shop  and  roundhouse  laborers  (Dn.  128) 116 

Track  foremen  (Dn.  49) 35 

Watchmen  on  street  crossings  (Dn.  118) 86 

Miscellaneous  employees — 

Milk  handlers  (Dn.  382,  385) 385,  388 

Other  supervisory  forces — 

Dispatchers  (Dn.  152,  247) 156,  281 

Footboard  yardmasters  (Dn.  484) 459 

Shop  employees — 


Employees  resigning  prior  to  July  20, 1920  (Dn.  110) 81 

Employees  filling  lubricators  (Dn.  144) . 127 

Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad  (Dn.  181) 178 

Seamstresses  (Dn.  428) 423 

Signal  department  employees — 

Helpers,  maintenance  of  signals  (Dn.  130) 117 

Signal  maintainers  (Dn.  252)=.  . 286 

Stationary  engine  (steam)  and  boiler-room  employees — 

Employees  laid  off  after  May  1,  1920  (Dn.  202) 192 

Stationary  engineers  (Dn.  256) 290 

Stationary  firemen  (Dn.  349) 360 

Telegraphers,  telephoners,  and  agents — 

Agents  (Dn.  179) 176 

Nontelegraph  agents  (Dn.  131) 118 

Telegraph  and  telephone  linemen  (Dn.  400) 394 

Train  service  employees — 

Employees  dismissed  prior  to  July  20, 1920  (Dn.  322) 341 

Passenger  brakemen  (Dn.  487) . 462 

Inequalities  in  rates  of — 

Clerical  and  station  employees  (Dn.  369,  371,.  426) 374,  376,  421 

Station  and  telegraph  service  (Dn.  194) . 187 

Telephone  operators  (Dn.  193) 186 

Labor  Board  without  jurisdiction  (Dn.  211) 201 

Overtime — 

Extra  clerks,  working  two  shifts  within  24  hours  (Dn.  279) 304 

Extra  maintenance-of-way  employees  (Dn.  548) 510 

General  office  clerks  working  Saturday  afternoons  (Dn.  461) 437 

How  applied  under  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  (Dn.  544, 

545) 507,508 

Maintenance-of-way  employees  (Dn.  548,) 510 

Monthly-rated  employees  (Dn.  130,  330).. 117,  346 

Oilhouse  men  (Dn.  88) 54 

Operator  working  next  succeeding  trick  (Dn.  267,  302) 296,  331 

Passenger  serAd.ce  (Dn.  96) 74 

Prior  to  Federal  control  (Dn.  541,  542,  543) 504,  505,  506 

Relief  service  by  telegrapher  (Dn.  374) 379 

Saturday  afternoon  work  (Dn.  468,  469,  470) 444,  445,  446 

Supervisory  employees  (Dn.  411) 405 

Telegraph  employees  (Dn.  553) 515 

Terminal  delay  and  switching  (Dn.  56) 39 

Time  worked  in  excess  of  regular  assignment  (Dn.  272) 299 

Train  dispatchers  (Dn.  272) 299 

Trimming  department  employees  (Dn.  447) 430 

Truck  department  employees  (Dn.  440) 428 

Rates  applicable  to  new  positions  (Dn,  381) 384 

Reclassification  of  positions  not  to  affect  (Dn.  60,  127) 42, 114 


INDEX  TO  DECISIONS. 


787 


Rates  of  Pay — Continued. 

Schedule  rules  affecting  pay,  ai)plication  to — 
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Assignments  to  higher-rated  positions  (Dn.  278) 303 

Baggagemen  (Dn.  161,  162,  164,  165,  166) 163, 163, 165, 166, 166 

Baggage  and  mail  handlers  (Dn.  156) 159 

Callers  (Dn.  169,  170) 169,169 

Call  for  service  (Dn.  563) 520 

Clerical  employees  (Dn.  238,  459,  512  , 570) 275,  435,  486,  523 

Combination  serAice  (Dn.  86,  276) 52,  302 

Days  not  notified  to  work  (Dn.  377) 303 

EmploAmes  with  less  than  six  months’  experience  (Dn,  297) 326 

Gatemen  (Dn.  157,  160,  168) 160, 162, 168 

Head  clerk  (Dn.  575) 526 

Janitors  (Dn.  159) 161 

Messengers  (Dn.  172,  559) 171,  518 

Porters  (Dn.  167i 167 

Reporting  for  work  (Dn.  566) 521 

Saturday  afternoon  work  (Dn.  461,  468,  469,  470) 437,  444,  445,  446 

SerA’ice  outside  regular  assignment  (Dn.  276) 302 

Station  baggagemen  (Dn.  171) 170 

Train-crew  callers  (Dn.  158) 160 

Warehousemen  (Dn.  163) 157 

Warehouse  foremen  (Dn.  479) 452 

Work  in  excess  of  eight  horns  (Dn.  279) 304 

Engine  service  employees — 

Engineers  and  firemen  (Dn.  485) 460 

Firemen  and  engineers  (Dn.  485) • 460 

Hostlers  making  main-track  moA^ements  (Dn.  483) 457 

LocomotHes  leased  from  other  lines  (Dn.  308) 337 

SAvitcliing  en  route  (Dn.  101) 76 

Terminal  delay  (Dn.  55,  56) 38,  39 

Express  employees — 

Express  messengers  (Dn.  240) 276 

Sunday  and  holiday  work”  (Dn.  305) 334 

Turn-around  serAUce  (Dn.  240) 276 

Maintenance  of  way  and  unskilled  forces  specified — 

Ash-pit  men  (Dn.  300) 329 

Cai-penters  (Dn.  208) 197 

Employees  away  from  headquarters  (Dn.  249) 283 

Fire  cleaners  (Dn.  358) 367 

Foremen  (Dn.  210) 200 

Foremen,  extra  gang  (Dn.  180) 177 

Maintenance  of  way  employees  (Dn.  232,  233) 271,  272 

Maintenance  of  way  employees,  extra  (Dn.  522) 491 

IHonthly-rated  employees  (Dn.  209,  210,  232,  233,  330,  546,  547) ....  198, 

200,  271,  272,  346,  508,  510 


Wrecking  service  on  Sunday  (Dn.  355) 364 

Other  supervisory  forces — 

Dispatchers  working  additional  trick  (Dn.  195) 188 

Loss  of  time  account  sickness  (Dn.  51) 36 

Time  worked  in  excess  of  regular  assignment  (Dn.  272) 299 

Train  dispatchers  away  from  headquarters  (Dn.  273) 300 

Shop  employees — 

Car  repairers  (Dn.  543) 506 

Electricians  (Dn.  212) 201 

Employees  changing  from  one  shift  to  another  (Dn.  353) 362 

Operators  on  coal  piers  (Dn.  542) 505 

Pump  repaii'ers  on  monthly  basis  (Dn.  541) 504 

Supervdsors  of  coach  cleaners  (Dn.  350) 360 

Time  traveling  to  home  station  (Dn.  338) 353 

Signal  department  employees — 

Assistant  signal  maintainers  (Dn.  226) 259 

Assistant  signalmen  (Dn.  226) 259 

Helpers,  signal  department  (Dn.  356) 364 

Temporary  assignment  to  other  work  (Dn.  356) 364 

Traveling  and  waiting  (Dn.  293) 307 
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Rates  of  Pay — Continued. 

Schedule  rules  affecting  pay,  application  to — Continued. 

Telegraphers,  telephoners  and  agents — Page. 

Service  outside  regular  assigned  hours  (Dn.  267,  .302) 296,  331 

Telegraph  line  work  (Dn.  423) 418 

Telegraph  operators  (Dn.  267,  302) 296,  331 

Telegraphers  working  on  Sunday  (Dn.  374) 301 

Telegraphers  working  outside  regular  established  hours  (Dn.  376; . 302 

Train-service  employees — 

Branch-line  service  (Dn.  61) 42 

Handling  water  car  on  freight  run  (Dn.  348) 359 

Helper  service  (Dn.  103,  104) 77,77 

Passenger  service  (Dn.  99) 75 

Terminal  mileage  on  milk  trains  (Dn.  482) 456 

Turnaround  service  (Dn.  57,  346,  481). 40,  357,  455 

Work-train  service  (Dn.  71) 46 

Work-train  service  in  connection  with  freight  service  (Dn.  323) . . . 342 

Yard  service  (Dn.  69,  71) 44,  46 

Reduction  in  Forces: 

Laying  off  of  junior  men  (Dn.  334) 272 

Maintenance-of-way  employees  (Dn.  519) 489  * 

Pumpers,  right  to  displacement  (Dn.  521) 490 

Right  of  carrier  to  retain  junior  employees  (Dn.  408) 402 

Rehearing  on  Decisions : 

Request  by  carrier  denied(Dn.  149) 156 

Request  by  organization  of  employees  denied  (Dn.  414) 408 

Representation  Rights: 

Carrier  to  meet  representatives  in  conference  (Dn.  259,  514) 293,  487 

Conflict  over  jurisdiction  (Dn.  70L 45 

Employees’  representation  plan  (Dn.  431) 424 

Employees  not  members  of  labor  organizations  (Dn.  502,  503) 478,  478 

Pullman  Co.’s  plan  (Dn.  431) 424 

Refusal  to  recognize  committee  (Dn.  432) 425 

Selection  of  representatives  (Dn.  174,  218,  220,  412,  418,  419,  425) 173, 

207,  216,  406,  410,  413,  419 

Rules  and  Working  Conditions: 

Agreements — 

Caption  of  (Dn.  173) 171 

Duration  of  (Dn.  64) 43 

Incorporation  of  rates  of  pay  in  schedule  (Dn.  53,  62) 37,  42 

National  agreement  continued  for  Pullman  employees  (Dn.  427) 423 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Right  of  employees  to  working  agreement  (Dn.  456) 434 

Right  to  negotiate  denied  (Dn.  502) 478 

Scope  of  (Dn.  153,  154,  155,  205,  225,  227,  291,  357,  412,  476,  477,  504, 

525) 157, 157, 158,  194,  257,  262,  321,  366,  406,  449,  430,  480,  494 

Thirty  days’  notice  required  to  change  (Dn.  181,  292) 178,  322 

With  whom  negotiated  (Dn.  153,  155,  173,  219,  225,  227,  259,  291,  357, 

412,  418,  419,  425,  476,  477,  503,  504,  514,  525) 157,158, 171, 

214,  257,  262,  293,  321,  366,  406,  410,  413,  419,  449,  450,  478,  480,  487,  494 
Changes  declined  for — ■ 

Dining-car  employees  (Dn.  54) 37 

Sleeping-car  employees  (Dn.  54,  107) 37,  78 

Consideration  deferred — 

New  Orleans  Great  Northern  Railroad  (Dn.  290) ♦. 312 

Short  line  employees  (Dn.  108) 79 

New  rules  authorized  covering — 

Maintenance-of-way  employees  (Dn.  501) 469 

Shop-craft  employees  (Dn.  222) 224 

Terminal  delay  (Dn.  55) 38 

New  rules  declined  relating  to — 

Adjustments  to  settle  similar  claims  (Dn.  315) 339 

Baggage,  handling  of  (Dn.  63) 42 
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Rates  and  Working  Conditions — Continued. 

New  rules  declined  relating  to — Continued.  Page. 

Differential  rates  between  mountain  and  valley  (Dn.  312) 338 

Employment  of  switchtenders  (Dn.  68) 44 

. . Guarantees  in  assigned  service  (Dn.  311) 338 

Hostling  service  (Dn.  316) 339 

Local  or  way  freight  service  (Dn  310) 337 

Minute  basis  for  payment  of  terminal  delay  (Dn.  314) 339 

Relieving  enginemen  at  passenger  station  (Dn.  313) 338 

Riding  cars  in  yards  (Dn.  67) 44 

Seniority  rights  of  foremen  (Dn.  65) 43 

Option  as  to  acceptance  or  rejection — 

Eight-^vithin- ten-hour  rule  (Dn.  93) 71 

Pay  day  regulations  (Dn.  45) 32 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119,  148,  259,  292). . 87, 154,  293, 322 

Promotion  of  yardmen  (Dn.  66) 44 

Refusal  of  carrier  to  negotiate  (Dn.  422) - 417 

Seats  on  locomotives  (Dn.  76) 47 

Shuttle-train  service  (Dn.  175) 174 

Time-card  rule,  abolishment  of  (Dn.  488) 463 

Runarounds : 

Disputes  withdrawn  from  Board  (Dn.  100,  102).. 76, 76 

Freight  brakemen  used  for  extra  passenger  service  (Dn.  321) 341 

In  yards  after  coupled  on  trains  (Dn.  486) 461 

Running  as  second  section  instead  of  first  (Dn.  105) 78 

Yard  crews  not  used  in  switching  service  (Dn.  52) 37 

S. 

Seniority  Districts: 

Districts  of  defined  limits  (Dn.  460,  463) 436,439 

Limitation  of  (Dn.  50) 36 

Rights  of  engine  house  clerks  within  (Dn.  578) 528 

Roster  to  be  furnished  representatives  (Dn.  510,  511) 484,485 

Seniority  Eights: 

Abolishment  of  positions  (Dn.  464) 440 

Assignments  restricted  to  one  district  (Dn,  362,  367) 369, 373 

Basic  date  of  seniority  (Dn.  132,  354,  569,  571) 120, 363, 523, 524 

Change  of  classification,  effect  on  (Dn.  505) 481 

Change  of  management,  effect  on  (Dn.  243) 278 

Claims  arising  before  creation  of  Board  (Dn.  72) 46 

Confined  to  specified  districts  (Dn.  50,  460,463) 36, 436,439 

Consolidation  of  work,  effect  on  (Dn.  462) 438 

Derrick  engineers  and  firemen  (Dn.  335) 351 

Discrimination  between  white  and  colored  employees  (Dn.  307) 336 

Employees  ruot  on  seniority  roster  (Dn.  534) 500 

Engine  house  clerks  (Dn.  578) 528 

Engine  watchmen,  rights  to  positions  of  (Dn.  335) 351 

Forfeiting  of  rights  (Dn.  65) 43 

General  chairmen  representing  employees  (Dn.  230) 269 

General  foreman  assigned  as  bridge  foreman  (Dn.  339) 353 

Hostling  positions,  right  to  (Dn.  317) 339 

Promotion,  effect  on  (Dn.  58,  221,  289,  339,  354) 41,223,310,^,363 

Reduction  in  forces  (Dn.  408,  521) 402,490 

Restored  upon  reinstatement  (Dn.  145,  146,  224,  326,  329,  399,  401,  402, 

403,  410,  480,  540,  552,  576) 128, 

132, 251, 344, 353, 394, 395,  396, 397, 405, 453, 504, 513, 526 

Returning  to  former  positions  (Dn.  289) 310 

Right  of  apron  tender  to  make  displacement'(Dn.  372) 378 

Right  of  day  derrick  engineer  to  displace  night  man  (Dn.  340) 354 

Right  of  laborers  to  positions  of  helpers  (Dn.  549) 511 

Roster  to  be  furnished  representatives  (Dn.  510,  511) 484, 485 

Seniority  to  govern  assignments  when  qualified  (Dn.  44,  124,  141,  213,  244, 


State  laws,  effect  on  assignment  to  positions  (Dn.  269,  345) 298,356 

Track  laborers  with  less  than  six  months’  service  (Dn.  523) 492 
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Short-Line  Railroads:  Page. 

Request  for  increased  wages  (Dn.  108) 79 

Steamboat  Employees: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rates  of  pay,  reductions  in  (Dn.  147) 133 

Strikes : 

Compensation  for  time  lost  account  (Dn.  517) 488 

Pay  for  time  laid  off  during  strike  (Dn.  197,  198) 189, 189 

Refusal  to  work  for  contractor  (Dn.  257) 290 

Threatened  general  strike  (Dn.  299) 328 

Sunday  and  Holiday  Service: 

Car  repairers  (Dn.  543) 506 

Coal-pier  employees  (Dn.  542) 505 

Discontinuance  of  Sunday  assignment  (Dn.  383) 386 

Express  employees  (Dn.  305) 334 

Foremen  on  monthly  basis  (Dn.  546,  547) 508,  510 

Maintenance  of  way  employees  (Dn.  355) 364 

Monthly-rated  employees  (Dn.  114.  209,  210,  233) 84, 198,  200,  272 

Pump  repairers  (Dn.  541) 504 

Saturday  half  holidays  (Dn.  280) 304 

Signal  department  employees  (Dn.  407) .- 401 

Stationary  engineers  (Dn.  202) 192 

Steam  power  plant  employees  (Dn.  520) 490 

Telegrapher  working  in  emergency  (Dn.  374) 379 

Warehouse  men,  rate  of  pay  for  (Dn.  387) 389 

T. 

Terminal  Delay  and  Work  by  Road  Crews: 

Rates  of  pay  for  final  terminal  delay  (Dn.  55,  56). 38, 39 

Switching  on  turnaround  trip  (Dn.  491) 465 

Terminal  mileage  on  milk  trains  (Dn.  482) 456 

Unloading  car  of  cinders  in  yard  by  freight  crew  (Dn.  323) 342 

Terminals,  changes  of : 

Right  of  carrier  to  change  home  terminal  (Dn.  59) 41 

Shuttle-train  service  to  new  terminal  (Dn.  175) 174 

Time  Lost: 

Abolishing  positions,  account  of  (Dn.  120,  578) 96,  528 

Contracting  work,  account  of  (Dn.  328) 345 

Dismissals,  account  of  (Dn.  137,  550,  576) 123,  512,  526 

Foreman  whose  gang  was  laid  off  (Dn.  231) 270 

Investigation,  account  of  (Dn.  85) 50 

Notified  not  to  work  (Dn.  574) 525 

Reduction  in  days  of  weekly  assignment  (Dn.  572) 524 

Reduction  of  forces  (Dn.  334,  577) 349,  527 

Refusing  permission  to  make  displacement  (Dn.  317,  475,  521) 339,  448, 490 

Serving  on  election  boards,  account  of  (Dn.  473) 448 

Sickness,  account  of  (Dn.  51,  122,  192,  235,  236,  237,  248,  474,  507,  508,  509, 

# 554,  556,  561,  562,  564) 36, 

111,  186,  272,  273,  274,  282,  448, 483,  483,  484,  515,  516,  519,  519,  520 

Strike,  account  of  (Dn.  197,  198,  257,  517) 189, 189,  290,  488 

Suspension  from  service  (Dn.  85,  216,  234,  264,  265) 50, 205,  349,  296,  296 

Vacations,  account  of  (Dn.  140,  306,  375,  378,  386,  390,  537) 125, 

335,  380,  382,  389, 390,  502 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  Violation  of: 

Reductions  of  wages  without  consent  of  employees  (Dn.  91,  120,  121,  174, 

332) 60,96,103,173,348 

Strikes  prior  to  holding  of  conferences,  result  of  (Dn.  299) 328 
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Transportation  Privileges:  Page. 

General  chairman  representing  employees  (Dn.  333,  536) 348,  501 

Shuttle-train  service  for  employees  (Dn.  175) 174 

Turnaround  Service: 

Changing  turnaround  to  straight-away  service  (Dn.  481)  451 

Disputes  withdrawn  from  board  (Dn.  95) 73 

Method  of  computing  pay  (Dn.  57,  240) 40,  276 

Rearrangement  of  runs  (Dn.  494) 466 

U. 

Union  Labor  Membership : 

Rights  of  employees  to  membership  (Dn.  224) 251 

V. 

Vacancies,  Filling  of: 

Assignments  to  be  made  within  limited  time  (Dn.  304) 333 

Assignments  to  positions  in  another  seniority  district  (Dn.  362,  367) 369, 373 

Chief  clerks  at  larger  stations  (Dn.  87) 52 

Duration  of  bulletins  (Dn.  304) 313 

Fitness  and  ability  necessary  for  assignment  (Dn.  46,  213,  251,  258,  345, 


Increased  compensation  of  runs,  effect  of  (Dn.  324) 343 

New  positions  (Dn.  89,  389) 55,  390 

Nonclerical  positions  (Dn.  239) 275 

Positions  abolished  closes  dispute  (Dn.  242) 278 

Positions  increased  in  pay  (Dn.  324,  360) 343,  367 

Right  to  trial  to  prove  ability  (Dn.  44,  124,  151,  392,  475,  577) 32, 

112,156,391,448,  527 

Rights  of  laborers  to  f)osition  of  machinist  helper  Dn.  549) 311 

Shopmen  at  outlying  points  (Dn.  409) 403 

State  laws,  affect  on  assignments  (Dn.  269,  345) 298,  356 

Train  service,  temporary  vacancy  (Dn.  307) 336 

Vacancies  to  be  bulletined  (Dn.  244,  285) 279,  308 

Vacancy  to  be  bulletined  at  established  rate  (Dn.  238) 275 

Yard  ser\dce  (Dn.  66,  307) 44,  336 

W. 

Withdrawal  of  Application  for  Decision: 

Agi’eement  to  hold  conference  (Dn.  422,  512) 417,  486 


Interested  parties  agreed  upon  settlement  (Dn.  95,  96,  97,  98,  100,  102,  103, 

310,  311,  312,  313,  314,  315,  316,  317  , 346,  348,  427,  428,  429,  430,  431, 

432,  433,  434,  435,  436,  437,  438,  439,  440,  441,  442,  443,  444,  445,  446, 

447,  448,  449,  450,  451,  452,  453,  454,  455,  485,  494,  569,  571) 73, 

74,  74,  75,  76,  76,  77,  337,  338,  338,  338,  339,  339,  339,  339, 357,  359,  423, 
423,  424,  424,  424,  425, 425, 425,  426,  426,  427,  427,  427, 428,  428,  428,  429, 
429,  430,  430,  430,  431,  431,  431,  432, 432, 433,  433,  433, 460,  466,  526,  524 
Joint  request  for  withdrawal  (Dn.  388,  389,  390,  392,  393,  395,  457,  464, 


Work-Train  Service: 

Clamshell  work,  classification  of  (Dn.  84) 50 

Sunday  work  of  section  laborers  (Dn.  355) 364 

Within  yard  limits  (Dn.  71,  323) 46, 342 

Yardmen’s  rate  for  work-train  service  (Dn.  79) 48 

Y. 

Yard  Service: 

Change  of  conductors,  effect  on  compensation  (Dn.  69) 44 

Request  for  certain  rides  denied  (Dn.  66,  67,  68) 44,  44, 44 

V Runarounds,  claim  for  pay  account  (Dn.  52) 37 

Transferred  to  another  crew,  effect  on  compensation  (Dn.  73) 46 

Work  on  wreck  trains  in  yard  limits  (Dn.  71,  323) 46, 342 

Yardmen’s  rate  for  work-train  service  (Dn.  79) 48 
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B.  DECISIONS  INDEXED  BY  CARRIERS. 

[Note. — Figures  shown  in  parentheses  at  end  of  subjects  refer  to  decision  numbers;  e.  g.,  “(Dn.  119)” 
following  the  index  reference  to  “Disputes,  method  of  handling,”  refers  to  Decision  No.  119.] 


A. 

Abilene  & Southern  Railway:  Page. 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Ahnapee  & Western  Railway: 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Akron,  Canton  & Youngstown  Railway: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Alabama  & Vicksburg  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terniinated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  Adolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Alabama  Great  Southern  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) / 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) ' 328 

Alton  & Southern  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

American  Railway  Express  Co. : 

Abolishment  of  positions  (Dn.  281) 305 


Classification  of  position  and  rates  (Dn.  86,  127,  240,  281,  294,  297,  370). . . 52, 

114,  276,  305,  324,  326,  375 

Combination  service  (Dn.  276) 381 

Discipline  (Dn.  134,  151,  177,  178, 189,  270,  282,  283,  296) 121, 

156, 175, 176, 184,  299,  306,  307,  326 

Disputes,  method  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Eating  and  sleeping  accommodations  (Dn.  295) 325 

Express  employees  (Dn.  112,  184,  217) 82, 180,  206 

Hours  of  service  (Dn.  112) 82 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  184,  187,  298,  361,  363) 180, 


INDEX  TO  DECISIONS. 


793 


American  Railway  Express  Co. — Continued. 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  240,  294,  297,  298,  304,  305,  Page. 


Railroad  Administration  orders,  application  of  (Dn.  369,  371) 374,  376 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  240,  276,  297,  305). . . 276, 

302  326  334 

Basic  rates  of  pay  defined  (Dn.  361,  363) 368, 370 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  287) 309 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  217) 206 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  187,  298,  361,  363) 183,  327,  368,  370 

Inequalities  in  rates  (Dn.  369,  371) 374,  376 

Reclassification  of  positions  not  to  affect  (Dn.  127) 114 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  362) 369 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  305) 334 

American  Refrigerator  Transit  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  211) 201 

Rates  of  pay — 

Labor  Board  without  jurisdiction  (Dn.  211) 201 

Rules  and  working  conditions — ■ 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Ann  Arbor  Railroad : 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  338) 353 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dm  119,  299) •. 87, 328 

National-agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  338) 353 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — ■ 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Apalachicola  Northern  Railroad: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Arizona  & New  Mexico  Railway: 

Rates  of  pay — • 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Arizona  Eastern  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  456) 434 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  456) 434 

National  agi’eements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decisions  (Dn.  456) 434 
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Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 
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Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501). 
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Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 
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Atlantic  & St.  Lawrence  Railroad : Page. 
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Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 
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Baltimore,  Chesapeake  & Atlantic  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 
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Beaumont  Wharf  & Terminal  Co. : Page. 
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Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Boston  & Albany  Railroad — Continued. 
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Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 
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Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 
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Classification  of  positions- and  rates  (Dn.  397) 393 

Discipline  ,(Dn.  579) 529 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  397) 393 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  519) 489 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147i 133 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  397) 393 

Reduction  in  forces  (Dn.  519) 489 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Du.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  \dolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Central  Union  Depot  & Railway  Co.  of  Cincinnati : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Central  Vermont  Railway  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

- Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  niles  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Central  Vermont  Trans.  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedme  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Champlain  & St.  Lawrence  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  niles  (Dn.  119) . . 
Pi’ocedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 

Charleston  & West  Carolina  Railway; 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Du.  119,  299) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — • 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119)  

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119).. 
Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rul^  (Dn.  119), 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 

Charleston  Union  Station  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 

Charlotte  Harbor  & Northern  Railway; 

Rates  of  pay — ■ 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 

Charlotte,  Monroe  & Columbia  Railroad: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 

Chesapeake  & Ohio  Northern  Railway  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 

Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299,  332) 

Rates  of  pay — 

Arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  332) 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) . 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119).. 
Procediu’e  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119). 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299,  332). 

Chesapeake  & Oiiio  Railway  of  Indiana : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) . 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119). .. 
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Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  of  Indiana — Goiitiniied. 

Rules  and  working  conditions — Continued.  Page, 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 323 

Chester  & Delaware  River  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  ('Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chesterfield  & Lancaster  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Piinciples  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  ( Dn.  119) 87 

Chicago  & Alton  Railroad  Co. : 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  113) 83 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employee’  rules  (Dn.  .501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Ship  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) * 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railroad : 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  331) 347 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  ( Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  129,  331) 116,  347 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133' 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  154) 157 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Turnaround  service  (Dn.  494) 466 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn,  494) 466 

Chicago  & Erie  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  .501) 469 

National  agi'eements  terminated  (Dn,  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules)'  Dn.  li9) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 
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Chicago  & Erie  Railroad  Co. — Continued.  Page. 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chicago  & Illinois  Midland  Railway : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co.; 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  128, 183,  250,  524) 116,180,  284,  493 

Discipline  (Dn.  539) 504 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299). 87,  328 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  110,  115,  128) 81,  84, 316 

Leaves  of  absence  (Dn.  235,  236,  237) 272,  273,  274 


National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn,  232,  250,  522,  524)..  271,  284,  491,  493 
-Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  195,  232,  272,  273,  5223 . . 188, 

271,  299,  300,  491 


Basic  rates  of  pay  defined  (Dn.  116) 85 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  110,  115,  128) 81,  84, 116 

Overtime  (Dn.  272,  522) 299,  491 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  1:0  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Time  lost  (Dn.  235,  236,  237) 272,  273,  274 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chicago  & Western  Indiana  Railroad  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) . 328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Ship  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chicago,  Burlington  & Quincy  Railroad  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Jvabor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  152) 156 

Rates  of  pay — ■ 

Basic  rates  of  pay  defined  (Dn.  152) 156 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  152) 156 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  155) 158 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’ rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chicago,  Detroit  & Canada  Grand  Trunk  Junction  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions—  - 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  1193 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 


INDEX  TO  DECISIONS. 


805 


Chicago  Great  Western  Railroad  Co.:  Page. 

Discipline  (Dn.  206,  223) 196,  250 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  206,  299) 87,196,328 

Promotions  (Dn.  221) 223 

Rates  of  pay — ^ 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agieements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) j*. 224 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  221) 223 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chicago,  Indianapolis  & Louisville  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  118) 86 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  increases  to  CDn.  118) 86 

Decreases  in.  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chicago  Junction  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chicago,  Kalamazoo  & Saginaw  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Chicago,  Memphis  & Gulf  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  477) 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  & Gary  Railway  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Chicago,  Milwaukee  & Gary  Railroad  Co. — Continued, 

Rules  and  working  conditions — Continued.  Page- 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chicago,  Milwaukee .&  St.  Paul  Railway; 

Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  475,  538) 448,  503 

Discipline  (Dn.  274,  364,  396,  489,  573) 301,296,  392,  464,  525 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  563) 520 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  468,  469, 470, 475)..  444,  445,  446,  448 
Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  tDn.  468,  469,  470,  563) . . . 444, 

445,  446,  520 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Overtime  (Dn.  468,  469,  470) 444,  445,  446 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  475).. 448 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  387} 389 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  oi  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chicago,  Peoria  & St.  Louis  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119).  . . ’ 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  110) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chicago  River  & Indiana  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — • 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Gulf  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  545) 508 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Overtime  (Dn.  545) 508 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 
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Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railway  Co. : Page. 

Assignments  of  work  (^Dn.  405) 397 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  405) 397 

Discipline  (Dn.  343) 356 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299,  419).  . 87,  328,  413 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  545) 508 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  405) 397 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  374) 379 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Overtime  (Dn.  374,  545) 379,508 

Representation  rights  (Dn.  419) 413 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  419) 413 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  374) 379 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  \dolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & Omaha  Railway : 

Discipline  (Dn.  493,  495) 466,466 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  495) 466 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  525) ' 494 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119).  87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  493) 466 

Chicago,  Terre  Haute  & Southeastern  Railway  Co. : 

Discipline  (Dn.  326,  327,  490) 344,  345,  465 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  ternunated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Cincinnati,  Burnside  & Cumberland  River  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Cincinnati,  Indianapolis  & Western  Railroad  Co.: 

Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  244) 279 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  334) 349 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Reduction  in  forces  (Dn.  334) 349 
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Cincinnati,  Indianapolis  & Western  Railroad  Co. — Continued. 

Rules  and  working  conditions — Rag®- 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  244) 279 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Time  lost  (Dn.  334) 349 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Oncinnati,  Lebanon  & Northern  Railway: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  & Texas  Pacific  Railway  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Cincinnati  Northern  Railroad  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  Worldng  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  em.ployees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 4G9 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Cincinnati,  Saginaw  & Mackinaw  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions— 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railway  Co. : 

Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  124,  257) 112,290 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  143,  201,  226) 126, 191,  259 

Discipline  (Dn.  257) 290 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Held  away  from  home  terminal  (Dn.  249) 283 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  143) 126 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  201,  226,  249,  353).  191,259,  283,  362 
Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  226,  249,  353)..  259,283,  362 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  143) 126 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87  ^ 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87* 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  124) 112 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 
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Coal  & Coke  Railroad : Page. 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions— 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Colorado  & Southern  Railway  Co. : 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  144,  484,  575) 127, 459,  526 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  575) 526 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  484) 459 

Leaves  of  absence  (Dn.  508) 483 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rates  affecting  pay  (Dn.  575) 526 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  144,  484) 127,459 

Rules  and  working  conditions— 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 476 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  50) 36 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Time  lost  (Dn.  508) 483 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Colorado  & Wyoming  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Columbus  & Greenville  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 476 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Connecting  Terminal  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Copper  Range  Railroad  Co.: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Cornwall  & Lebanon  Railroad; 

V Disputes,  meth(^  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Cumberland  & Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.:  Page. 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Cumberland  Valley  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions— 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

D. 

Danville  & Western  Railroad: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,_  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  worlang  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Davenport,  Rock  Island  & Northwestern  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Dayton,  Toledo  & Chicago  Railway: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Dayton  Union  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Delaware  & Hudson  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad  Co.: 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  92,  352,  406) 70,  361,  399 

Discipline  (Dn.  138,  254) 123,  288 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 
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Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad  Co. — Continued.  Page. 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  406) 390 

Railroads  Administration  orders,  application  of  (Dn.  92) 70 

Rates  of  pay — 

Basic  rates  of  pay  defined  (Dn.  352,  518) 361,  489 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  92,  117,  136,  139,  351,  352,  518) 70, 

86,122,124,361,361,489 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) , 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) *.  87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  198,  299) 189,  328 

Time  lost  (Dn.  137,  198) 123,189 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 


Delaware  River  Ferry  Co.  of  New  Jersey; 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Dennison  & Pacific  Suburban  Railway; 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — ■ 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119 87 

Denver  & Rio  Grande  Railroad  Co. : 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  559) 518 

Discipline  (Dn.  329) 346 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Leaves  of  absence  (Dn.  564) 520 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  559) 518 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  559) 518 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Time  lost  (Dn.  564) 520 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co.; 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Du.  85,  119,  148,  299) 50,  87, 154,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Runarounds  (Dn.  52) 37 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119,  148) 87, 154 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

. . Time  lost  (Dn.  85) 50 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Yard  service  (Dn.  52) 37 
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Denver  Union  Terminal  Railway  Co. : Page. 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — ■ 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  302) 331 

Overtime  (Dn.  302) 331 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Detroit  & Mackinac  Railway  Co.: 

Discipline  (Dn.  258) 293 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — ■ 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  214) 204 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Detroit  & Toledo  Shore  Line  Railroad  Co. : 

Rules  and  working  conditions — ■ 

Refusal  of  carrier  to  negotiate  (Dn.  422) 417 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  422) 417 

Detroit,  Bay  City  & Western  Railroad: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Detroit,  Grand  Haven  & Milwaukee  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Detroit  Terminal  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299)... 328 

Rates  of  pay— 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.l47) 133 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Detroit,  Toledo  & Ironton  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Duluth  & Iron  Range  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Duluth  & Northern  Minnesota  Railway: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) ^ 79 

Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 
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Duluth  & Superior  Bridge  Co.:  Page. 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Duluth,  Missabe  & Northern  Railway  Co. : 

Discipline  (Dn.  145, 146) 128, 132 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn,  299) 328 

Duluth,  South  Shore  & Atlantic  Railway  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) , 328 

Duluth  Terminal  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Dunleith  & Dubuque  Bridge  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119.) 87 

Principles  to  govern  maldng  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

E. 

East  & West  Coast  Railway: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

East  Broad  Top  Railroad  & Coal  Co. : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

East  St.  Louis  Connecting  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 


Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  worlang  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 
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Eastern  Texas  Railroad : Page. 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  maldng  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Electric  Short  Line  Railway : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  229) 267 

Elgin,  Joliet  & Eastern  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

El  Paso  & Northeastern  Railroad  Co.: 

Disputes,  methdd  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

El  Paso  & Southwestern  Railroad  Co.  of  Texas : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

El  Paso  & Southwestern  System : 

Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  238,  242) 275,  278 

Classification  of  positions  and  votes  (Dn.  125) 113 

Discipline  (Dn.  359) 367 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  125,  245) 113,  280 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application,  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  238,  485) 275,  460 

Basic  rates  of  pay  defined  (Dn.  238 275 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  245,  125) 280, 113 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Runarounds  (Dn.  486) 461 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  485) 460 

Erie  & Michigan  Railway  & Navigation  Co.: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  worlang  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 
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Erie  Railroad  Co. : Page. 

Discipline  (,Dn.  190,  472)...'. 184,447 

DiBputes,  method  of  handlii^  (Dn.  91,  119,  299) 60,  87,  328 

Lalx)r  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  553) 515 

Kates  of  pay — 

Arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  91) 60 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

• Overtime  (Dn.  553) 515 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  197,  299) 189,  328 

Time  lost  (Dn.  197) 189 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  91,  299) 60,  328 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  472) 447 

Escanaba  & Lake  Superior  Railroad : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Evansville  & Indianapolis  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Evansville,  Indianapolis  & Terre  H^te  Railway  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299).. 328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 
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Rules  and  worMng  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 
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Florida  East  Coast  Railway  Co. : 
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Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 
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Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 
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Fort  Worth  & Denver  City  Railway  Co.: 
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Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 
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Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Du.  119) 87 

Procedme  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Fort  Worth  Belt  Railway  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,328 
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Gainesville  Midland  Railway : 

Rates  of  pay — Page. 
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Georgia  & Florida  Railway : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 
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Georgia  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87, 328 
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Rates  of  pay — ■ 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147)  133 
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Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  2991 328 


INDEX  TO  DECISIONS. 


819 


Grand  Trunk  Western  Railway:  Page. 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Great  Northern  Railway  Co.: 

Discipline  (Dn.  410) 405 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  54) 37 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 113 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Changes  in,  declined  (Dn.  54) 37 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 


820 


GENERAL  INDEX. 


Gulf,  Colorado  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co. : Rage. 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,328 
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Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 
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Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  568) 523 

Indianapolis  Union  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Inequalities  in  rates  (Dn.  193) 186 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299).....* 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

International  & Great  Northern  Railway: 

Discipline  (Dn.  496) 466 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  179) 176 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay(Dn.  51) 36 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  179) 176 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) , 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  \iolation  of  (Dn.  299) ; 328 

Interstate  Railroad  Co. : 

Discipline  (Dn.  528) 496 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  worlang  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

J. 

Jacksonville  Terminal  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  160) 162 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  160) 162 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 84 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 227 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  \dolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

K. 

Kanawha  & Michigan  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 
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Kanawha  & West  Virginia  Railroad  Co.:  Page, 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn,  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transnortation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Kankakee  & Seneca  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) , 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Kansas  City,  Clinton  & Springfield  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Leave  of  absence  (Dn.  230) 209 

■ Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) &7 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Seniority"  rights  (Dn.  230) .....: : 269 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Ti’ansportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Railway  Co.  of  Texas : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222  ) 224 

Strikes  (Dn,  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Kansas  City,  Oklahoma  & Gulf  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Kansas  City  Southern  Railway  Co.: 

Discipline  (Dn.  106,  527). 78,  495 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 
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Kansas  City  Southern  Railway  Co. — Continued. 

Rules  and  working  conditions — Page- 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn,  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  \dolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Kansas  City  Terminal  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Kansas  Southwestern  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn,  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  maldng  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn,  119) 87 

Kentucky  & Indiana  Terminal  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handhng  (Dn.  299) 329 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn,  299) 328 

Keokuk  Union  Depot  Co. ; 

Disputes,  method  of  handhng  (Dn.  299) 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  \iolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

L. 

Lackawanna  & Montrose  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handhng  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — ■ 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handhng  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Lake  Charles  & Northern  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handhng  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) . 87 

Procedure  for  handhng  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Lake  Erie  & Eastern  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handhng  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) .328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) ^ 328 
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Lake  Erie  & Western  Railroad  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn,  119,  299) 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501). 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) . . 
Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 

Lake  Erie,  Franklin  & Clarion  Railroad : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 

Lake  Superior  & Ishpeming  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn,  299) 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 

Lehigh  & Hudson  River  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501). 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  ''Dn.  299) 

Lehigh  & New  England  Railroad  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501). 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) . . 
Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119), 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 

Lehigh  Vailey  Railroad  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 

Notices,  posting  of  (Dn.  133) 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501). 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) . . 
Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 

Seniority  rights  (Dn,  569) 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn,  299) 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  569) 

Lewiston  & Auburn  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119).. 
Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 


Page. 
87,  328 

133 


469 

87 

87 


87 

224 

328 

328 


79 

79 

79 


328 

328 

328 


328 

46 

329 
328 

8 


87,  328 

133 

469 

87 

87 

87  . 

328 
328 


87,  328 
120 

133 

469 

87 

87 

87 

224 

523 

328 

328 

523 


87 

87 

87 

87 


INDEX  TO  DECISIONS. 


827 


Litchfield  & Madison  Railway  Co. : Page. 

Discipline  (Dn.  309) 337 

Live  Oak,  Perry  & Gulf  Railroad : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) t . . . 79 

Rules  and  worlang  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Long  Island  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299,  418) 87,  328,  410 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Representation  rights  (Dn.  418) 410 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Lorain  & West  Virginia  Railway  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299)... 328 

Lorain,  Ashland  & Southern  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  Co. : 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  86,104) 52,  77 

Combination  service  (Dn.  86) 52 

Discipline  (Dn.  43,  275) 31,  301 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  487) 462 

Passenger  service  (Dn.  487) 462 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  104,  267,  308) . . 77,  296,  337 

Basic  rates  of  pay  defined  (Dn.  487) 462 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  487) 462 

Overtime  (Dn.  267) 296 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govei’n  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedm'e  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Runarounds  (Dn.  105) 78 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Louisiana  & Arkansas  Railway  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn,  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedme  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  ^d.olation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 
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Louisiana  & Pacific  Railway : 

Rates  of  pay — Rage. 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Louisiana  Railway  & Navigation  Co.: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short-line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Louisiana  Southern  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Louisiana  Western  Railroad  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) • . 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Louisville  & Jeffersonville  Bridge  & Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co.: 

Abolishment  of  positions  (Dn.  365) 371 

Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  324) ' 343 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  481) 455 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299). 87,  328 

Hours  of  service  (Dn.  383) 386 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  504) 480 

Rates  of  pay — 

AppUcation  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  323,  481) 342,  455 

Decreases  in,  authorized  fDn.  147) 133 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  130) 117 

Overtime  (Dn.  130) 117 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  504) 480 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  354) 363 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  383) 386 

Terminal  delay  and  work  by  road  crews  (Dn.  323) 342 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Turnaround  service  (Dn.  481) 455 

Work-train  service  (Dn.  323).. 342 

Yard  service  (Dn.  323) 342 
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Louisville  Bridge  & Terminal  Railway : Page. 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  II9) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  ternunated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) >. . . . 87 

Louisville,  Henderson  & St.  Louis  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  828 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  niles  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

M. 

Macon  & Birmingham  Railway : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  Line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Macon,  Dublin  & Savannah  Railroad ; 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) ?.......  79 

Rules  and  worlang  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Maine  Central  Railroad  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  *299) 87,  328 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  426) 421 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Inequalities  in  rates  of  (Dn.  426) 421 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Manistee  & Northeastern  Railroad  Co.: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  worlang  conditions — ’ ^ 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Manistique  & Lake  Superior  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87, 328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  maid  og  of  rules  ( D n.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119 ) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 
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Manufacturers’  Railway : Page. 

Disputes,  method  oi  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn,  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Maryland,  Delaware  & Virginia  Railway  Co. : 

. Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — . 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Memphis,  Dallas  & Gulf  Railroad : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  worlang  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Memphis  Union  Station  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Michigan  Air  Line  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) • 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) "87 
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National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Shop  craft  employees’  rule3-(Bn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford  Railroad  Co.: 

Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  46) 32 

Demotions  (Dn.  531) 499 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  426,  578) 421, 528 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Inequalities  in  rates  of  (Dn.  426) 421 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Seniority  districts  (Dn.  578) 528 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

New  York,  Ontario  & Western  Railway  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  482) 456 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Terminal  delay  and  work  by  road  crews  (Dn.  482) 456 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 
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New  York,  Philadelphia  & Norfolk  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 


New  York,  Susquehanna  & Western  Railroad  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87.  328 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  553) 515 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Overtime  (Dn.  553) 515 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  ternamated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920„  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 


Norfolk  & Portsmouth  Belt  Line  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions: — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) - 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

NorfoUi  & Western  Railway  Co.: 

Abolishment  of  positions  (Dn,  288) 310 

Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  285) 308 

Clarification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  60,  71,  78,  84,  284,  301,  505) 42, 

46,48,  50,  307,  330,481 

Deadhead  service  (Dn.  82) 49 

Discipline  (Dn.  74,  77,  80,  81).... 47,47,48,  49 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  82, 119,  299) 49,  87,  328 


46,  46,  4^  47, 47,  *48, 49,  49 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  301,  541,  542) 330,  504,  505 

Leaves  of  absence  (Dn.  306,  507) 335,  483 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  278,  284,  521) 303,  307,  490 

Railroad  Administration  orders,  application  of  (Dn.  61,  62) 42,  42 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  61,  69,  71,  278,  279, 


Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Incorporation  of  rates  in  schedule  (Dn.  62) 42 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  301) 330 

Overtime  (Dn.  279,  541,  542) 304,  504,  505 

Reclassification  of  positions  not  to  affect  (Dn.  60) 42 

Reduction  in  force  (Dn.  521) 490 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  62,  64,  119) 42,  43,  87 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119)... 87 

New  rules  declined  relating  to  (Dn.  65,  67,  68) 43,  44,  44 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Promotion  of  yardmen  (Dn.  65,  66) 43,  44 

Seats  on  locomotives  (Dn.  76) 47 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  72,  505,.  521,  534) 46,  481,  490,  500 

Strilces  (Dn.  299} 1 328 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  541,  542) 504,  505 

Terminals,  changes  of  (Dn.  59) 41 
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Norfolk  & Western  Railway  Co. — Continued.  Page. 

Time  lost  (Dn.  231,  306,  507) 270,  335,  483 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Work-train  service  (Dn.  71,  84) 46,  50 

Yard  service  (Dn.  69,  71) 44,  46 

Norfolk  Southern  Railroad  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  ( Dn.  119) 87 

Procediue  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  \’iolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Northeast  Oklahoma  Railroad: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  worlang  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Northeast  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay— 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  ^dolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Northern  Alabama  Railway  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299  ) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. : 

Discipline  (Dn.  168,  480) 168,453 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  168,  169) 168, 169 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  168,  169) 188, 169 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  wnrking  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  ^iolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Northern  Pacific  Terminal  Co.  of  Oregon: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Pi'ocedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Northwestern  Pacific  Railroad  Co. : Page. 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  347) 358 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  491) 465 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  346,  347,  348)..  357,  358,  359 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Terminal  delay  and  work  by  road  crews  (Dn.  491) 465 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  346,  348) 357,  359 
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Ogden  Union  Railway  & Depot  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  601). 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119).  . 
Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 

Ohio  River  & Western  Railway: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 

Rules  and  v/orking  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119).. 
Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 

Orange  & Northwestern  Railroad  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 

Rules  and  working  conditions— 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119). . 
Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119). 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 

Oregon  Electric  Railway  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501). 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119).  . 
Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 

Oregon  Short  Line  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501). 
National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 
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Oregon  Short  Line  Railroad  Co. — Continued, 

Rules  and  working  conditions — Continued.  Page. 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn,  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn,  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  \iolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Oregon  Trunk  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  Adolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Oregon-Washington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co.: 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  212,  310) 201,  337 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

De^head  service  (Dn.  97) 74 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  98) 75 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  212) 201 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  ofschedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  99, 101, 103,  212).  .75,76,  77,  201 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Overtime  (Dn.  96) 74 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  50D 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) .....,* 87 

New  rules  declined  relating  to  (Dn.  310,  311,  312,  313,  314,  315,  316''. . 337, 

338,  338,  338,  339,  339,  339 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Runarounds  (Dn.  100,  102) 76,  76 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Time  lost  (Dn.  317,  550) 339,  512 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Turnaround  ser\dce  (Dn.  95) 73 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  95,  96,  97,  98,  100,  102,  103, 

310,  311,  312,  313,  314,  315,  316,  317) 73, 

74,  74,  75,  76,  76,  77,  337,  338,  338,  338,  339,  339,  339,  339 

P. 

Pacific  Coast  Railroad: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  raihmds  (Dn.  108) 79 

Panhandle  & Santa  Fe  Railway: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay— 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 
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Paris  & Great  Northern  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 

Pennsylvania  System: 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  570) 

Discipline  (Dn.  262,  263,  266) 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  218,  220,  299) 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  515) 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  411) 

Rates  of  pay — , 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  570) 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  515) 

Overtime  (Dn.  411) 

Representation  rights  (Dn.  218,  220) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  571) 

Strikes  (Dn.  299,  517) 

Time  lost  (Dn.  264,  265,  517) 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  570,  571) 

Pennsylvania  Terminal  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  in  (Dn.  147) 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 
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Peoria  & Pekin  Union  Railway  Co. : 


Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 


Pere  Marquette  Railway : 


Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  389,  577) 390,  527 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  565) 521 

Demotions  (Dn.  388) 390 

Discipline  (Dn.  533,  555,  557) 500,  516,  517 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  380,  394) 384,  392 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  567) 522 

Leaves  of  absence  (Dn.  390,  509,  536,  556) 390,  484,  501,  516 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  395,  565,  566,  574).. 392,  521,  521,  525 
Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  566) 521 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 


Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  533,  567)... 500,  522 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 133 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Time  lost  (Dn.  390,  509,  556,  574) 390,  484,  516,  525 
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Pere  Marquette  Railway — Continued.  Page. 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  privileges  (Dn.  536) 501 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  388,  389,  390,  395,  509) 390, 

390,  390,  392,  484 

Perkiomen  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Philadelphia  & Beach  Haven  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Philadelphia  & Chester  Valley  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway : 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  483).  457 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  292,  299) 87,  322,  328 

Hostling  service  (Dn.  483) 457 

Rates  of  pay— 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  483) 457 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  292) 322 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119,  292) 87,  322 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  act,  1920,  -vdolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Philadelphia,  Bethlehem  & New  England  Railroad : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  raih’oads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Philadelphia,  Newtown  & New  York  Railroad  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

‘ National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119)... 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) ' 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 
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Pickering  Valley  Railroad : Page. 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn,  119^  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — • 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  g-overn  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Pierre  & Fort  Pierre  Bridge  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — ■ 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Pierre,  Rapid  City  & Northwestern  Railway: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Pine  BlniT  & Arkansas  River  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — • 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Pittsburgh  & West  Virginia  Railway: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay— 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions— 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Pittsburg  & Shawmut  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

' National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Pittsburgh  & Lake  Erie  Railroad: 

Discipline  (Dn.  492) 465 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — ■ 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 
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Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railroad : ‘ Page. 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Pittsburg,  Shawmut  & Northern  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  \iolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Pontiac,  Oxford  & Northern  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Portland  Terminal  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  426) 421 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Inequalities  in  rates  of  (Dn.  426) 421 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299') 328 

Port  Reading  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) : . . 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — • 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Poteau  Valley  Railroad  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay  — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  \uolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Puget  Sound  & Willapa  Harbor  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Pullman  Co.,  The: 

Discipline  (Dn.  430,  433,  434,  436,  438,  441,  442,  443,  444,  445,  44b,  448, 

449,  450,  451,  452,  454,  455) 424, 

425, 425,426, 427 , 428, 428. 429 , 430,430, 431,431,431,431, 432, 432, 433, 433 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119, 174,  299) 87, 173,  328 

Hours  of  service  (Dn.  439) 427 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  428) 423 
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Pullman  Co.,  The — Continuerl. 

Rates  of  pay — Rage. 

Arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  174) 173 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  107) 78 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  428) 423 

Overtime  (Dn.  440,  447) 428,  430 


Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  427) 423  • 

Changes  declined  for  (Dn.  107) 78 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119)  . 87 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  174,  299) 173,  328 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  427,  428,  429,  430,  431,  432, 

438,  434,  435,  436,  437,  438,  439,  440,  441,  442,  443,  444,  445,  446,  447, 

448,  449,  450,  451,  452,  453,  454,  455) 423, 

423,  424,  424,  424,  425,  425,  425,  426,  426, 427, 427, 427, 428,  428, 
428,  429,  429,  430,  430,  430,  431, 431, 431, 432, 432, 433,  433,  433 

Q. 

Quincy,  Omaha  & Kansas  City  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

R. 

Railway  Transfer  Co.  of  the  City  of  Minnes^olis: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Raleigh  & Charleston  Railroad : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Reading  & Columbia  Railroad  i 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299y 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac  Railroad : 

Abolishment  of  positions  (Dn.  241) 277 

Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  213) — 203 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  241,  286) 277,  309 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  286) 309 

Passenger  service  (Dn.  57) 40 
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Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac  Railroad — Continued. 

Rates  of  pay — ^ Page. 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  56.  57) 39,  40 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  286) 309 

Overtime  (Dn.  56) ' 39 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Terminal  delay  and  work  by  road  crews  (Dn.  56) 39 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Richmond  Terminal  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rio  Grande,  El  Paso  & Santa  Fe  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,328 

Rates  of  pay — a 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501 ) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  191) 185 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rio  Grande  Southern  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (,Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions— 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  ( Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rupert  & Bloomsburg  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decrea^s  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  ^dolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rutland  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  47,  48,  49) 33,  34,  35 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  47,  48,  49) 33,  34,  35 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Rutland  Railroad  Co. — Continued. 

Rules  and  workinpj  conditions — Continued.  Page. 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn,  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

St.  Clair  Terminal  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — • 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn,  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

St.  Johnsbury  & Lake  Champlain  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

St.  Johns  River  Terminal  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

St.  Joseph  & Grand  Island  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — • 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — • 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

St,  Joseph  Belt  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions— 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

St.  Joseph  Terminal  Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

St.  Louis  & OTallon  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  teiminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 
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St.  Louis  & Hannibal  Railroad  Co. : I’agc. 

Demotions  (Dn.  342) 355 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  514') 487 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Representation  rights  (Dn.  514) 487 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  514) 487 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

St.  Louis,  Brownsville  & Mexico  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  110,  299') 87,328 

Rates  of  pay — • 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  1191 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  ( Dn.  119 ) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

St.  Louis  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) ' 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

St.  Louis  Refrigerator  Car  Co. : 

'Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) : 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  ll9) 87 

St.  Louis,  San  Francisco  & Texas  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — ■ 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  ( Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  1191 87 

St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway: 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  465,  471) 440,  447 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

I.abor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  131,  191,  203,  465).  . 118, 185, 192,  440 

Leaves  of  absence  (Dn.  192,  474,  537) 186,  448,  502 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of.(Dn.  170) 169 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  1701 ] 69 

Basic  rates  of  pay  defined  (Dn.  465) 440 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  131,  191.  203,  465) 118, 185, 192,  440 

Rules  and  w^orking  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222  ) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Time  lost  (Dn.  192,  473,  474,  537,  576) 186,  448,  448,  502,  526 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  \iolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Lines: 

Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  558) 517 

Discipline  (Dn.  478,  532) 451,499 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  120,  299) 87,  96,  328 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  462,  479,  558) 438,  452,  517 
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St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Lines — Continued. 

Rates  of  j)ay — , 

App>lication  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  479) 452 

Arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  120) 9n 

Rehearing  of  decisions  (Dn.  149) 150 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure-for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  462) 438 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  120,  299) 96,  328 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  of  Texas : 

Discipline  (Dn.  478,  532) 451,  499 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  462,  479) 438,452 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  479) 452 

Rehearing  of  decisions  (Dn.  149) 156 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) . 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

St.  Louis  Transfer  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299)... 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 32S 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

St.  Paul  Bridge  & Terminal  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

St.  Paul  Union  Depot  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Salt  Lake  City  Union  Depot  & Railroad  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299; 328 

San  Antonio  & Aransas  Pass  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299). 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) . . 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222)^ 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299).....' 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 32.8 

San  Antonio,  Uvalde  & Gulf  Railway  Co..: 

Discipline  (Dn.  552) 513 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Du.  119,  299) 87,  328 
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San  Antonio,  Uvalde  & Gulf  Railway  Co. — Continued. 

Rules  and  working  conditions — Page. 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 
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Vacancies,  filling  of  (Dn.  345) 356 

Union  Railroad  Co.  of  Baltimore : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Union  Railway  Co.  (Memphis,  Tenn.) : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Union  Stock  Yards  of  Omaha: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions— 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedme  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

United  States  & Canada  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National* agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

V. 

Vermont  Valley  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Vicksburg,  Shreveport  & Pacific  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299)... 328 

Virginia  & Truckee  Railway: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn . 108) 79 
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Virginia-Carolina  Railroad : ^ Pag?. 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  '87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedui-e  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Virginian  Railway  Co.: 

Discipline  (Dn.  526) 494 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  238) 272 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rales  affecting  pay  (Dn.  233) 272 

Rules  and  wmrking  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements 'terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn,  119) 87 

Time-card  rule,  abolishment  of  (Dn.  488) 463 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  233) 272 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 323 


W. 

Wabash,  Chester  & Western  Railroad: 

Rates  of  pay — 


Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 70 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  raili*oads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Wabash  Railway: 

Abolishment  of  positions  (Dn.  53tK> 498 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  530) 498 

Demotions  (Dn.  271) 299 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Leaves  of  absence  (Dn.  248) 2S2 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Inequalities  in  rates  (Dn.  194) 1 S7 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87  ^ 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn,  119) 87  * 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  cmft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Time  lost  (Dn.  248) 282 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Wadley  Southern  Railw^ay: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Washington  & Vandemere  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedui’e  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119' 87 
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Washington  Southern  Railway:  Page. 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Washington  Ternrinal  Co.,  The: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  299) 328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  not  authorized  for — • 

Parcel  porters  (Dn.  176) 175 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  Auolation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Watertown  & Sioux  Falls  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions— 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Waynesburg  & Washington  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Weatherford,  Mineral  Wells  & Northwestern  Railway: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Western  Maryland  Railway: 

Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  44,  367) 32,  373 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Discipline  (Dn.  366) 372 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  142) 126 

Leaves  of  absence  (Dn.  140)... 125 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  377) 382 

Basic  rates  of  pay  defined  (Dn.  142) 126 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  142) 126 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 4(>9 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  44,  141,  367) 32, 125,  373 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Time  lost  (Dn.  140) 125 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) ;32S 
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Western  Pacific  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299') 87,  32S 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 1:33 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  1 1 9) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  'v  iolation  of  (Dn.  299) 323 

Western  Railway  of  Alabama : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  :323 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  ( Dn.  119') 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 323 

West  Jersey  & Seashore  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119  ) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  ('Dn.  119) 87 

West  wSide  Belt  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Wheeling  & Lake  Erie  Railway  Co. : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Leaves  of  absence  (Dn.  333) 348 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  privileges  (Dn.  333) 348 

Wheeling  Terminal  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Wichita  Falls  & Northwestern  Railway : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) ’ 133 
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Wichita  Falls  & Northwestern  Railway — Continued. 

Rules  and  working  conditions — f'age- 

Agreements  (Rn.  173,  205) 171, 194 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (I>n.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Wichita  Valley  Railway: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501 ) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  maldng  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Wilkes-Barre  & Eastern  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299). 87,  328 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  553).  515 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Overtime  (Dn.  553) 515 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees,  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (Dn.  222) 224 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Williamson  & Pond  Creek  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Williams  Valley  Railroad: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) •. 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Winston-Salem  Southbound  Railway: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 


INDEX  TO  DECISIONS. 


863 


Wood  River  Branch  Railroad : 

Rates  of  pay — Page. 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  worlang  conditions — 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Wyoming  & North  Western  Railway; 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Y. 

Yadkin  Railroad: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Rules  and  worldng  conditions — • 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Yazoo  & Mississippi  Valley  Railroad: 

Demotions  (Dn.  307) 336 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  477) 450 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Shop  craft  employees’  rules  (-Dn.  222) 224 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  307) 336 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

York  Harbor  & Beach  Railroad : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Z. 

Zanesville  & Western  Railway  Co.: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  rules  (Dn.  501) 469 

National  agreements  terminated  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 
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0.  DECISIONS  INDEXED  BY  ORGANIZATIONS. 


[Note.— Figures  shown  in  parentheses  at  end  of  subjects  refer  to  decision  imnibors;  e.  g.  “(Dn. 
405)”  following  the  index  reference  to  “Assignment  of  work”  refers  to  Decision  No.  405.) 


Blacksmiths,  Drop  Forgers  and  Helpers,  International  Brotherhood  of:  Page. 

Assignment  of  work  (Dn.  405,  409) ‘ 397,  403 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  212,  341,  405,  580) 201.  355,  397,  529 

Discipline  (Dn.  109,  145,  146,  206,  234,  399,  401,  402,  404,  410,  424,  430, 

433,  434,  436,  438,  516,  540,  581) 81, 128, 132, 

196,  272,  394,  395,  396,  397,  405,  419,  424,  425,  425,  426,  427,  488,  504,  530 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  89,  90,  119,  121,  174,  206,  218) 55, 

58,  87, 103, 173, 196,  207 

Hours  of  service  (Dn.  439) 427 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  89,  90,  109,  121,  211) 55, 

58,  81, 103,  201 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  110,  129,  421,  423,  428,  429, 

435,  437,  541,  542,  543,  544,  545,  580) 81, 

116,  417,  418,  423,  424,  426,  427,  504,  505,  506,  507,  508,  529 
National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  212,  338,  353,  405,  409, 

423,  429,  435,  437,  580) 201, 

353,  362,  397,  403,  418,  424,  426,  427,  529 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  212,  238,  350,  353, 

423,  541,  542,  543) 201, 

275,  360,  362,  418,  504,  505,  506 


Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108,  111) 79,82 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147,  290).. 133,  312 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  110,  181,  421,  428) 81, 178,  417,  423 

Increases,  effective  date  of  (Dn.  181) 178 

Overtime  (Dn.  440,^  541,  542,  543,  544,  545) 428,  504,  505,  506,  507,  508 

Schedule  rates,  arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  121,  174) 103, 173 

Representation  rights  (Dn.  174,  218,  259,  431,  432) 173,  207,  293,  424,  425 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  119,  153,  154,  155,  181,  205,  219,  227,  259,  291,  357, 

427,504,525) 87, 

157, 157, 158, 178, 194,  214,  262,  293,  321,  366,  423,  480,  494 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108,  290) 79,312 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Refusal  of  carrier  to  negotiate  (Dn.  422) 417 

Shop  craft  employees  (Dn.  222) 224 

Shuttle-train  service  (Dn.  175) 174 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  541,  542,  543) 504,  505,  506 

Terminals,  changes  of  (Dn.  175) 174 

Time  lost  (Dn.  234) 272 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  Adolation  of  (Dn.  121,  174) 103, 173 

Transportation  privileges  (Dn.  175) 174 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  422,  427,  428,  429,  430,  431, 

432,  433,  434,  435,  436,  437,  438,  439,  440,  516) 417, 

423.  423, 424,  424,  424,  425, 425,  425,  426,  426,  427,  427,  427, 428,  488 

Boilermakers,  Iron  Ship  Builders  and  Helpers  of  America,  International 
Brotherhood  of: 

Assignment  of  work  (Dn.  405,  409) 397,403 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  212,  341,  580) 20T,  355,  529 

Discipline  (Dn.  109,  145,  146,  206,  234,  399,  401,  402,  404,  410,  424,  430, 

433,  434,  436,  438,  516,  540,  581) 81, 128, 132, 

196,  272,  394,  395,  396, 397, 405, 419, 424, 425, 425,  426,  427,  488,  504,  530 


j-/xo|Ju.L/CCj  uiiuAi  vx  iiaixxciixix^  \^xyxx,  oi/j  uk/j  xi^y  ••••••••  • iJOy 

58,  87, 103, 173, 196,  207 

Hours  of  service  (Dn.  439) : 427 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  89,  90,  109,  121,  211) 55,  58,  81, 103,  201 
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Boilermakers,  Iron  Ship  Builders  and  Helpers  of  America,  International 
Brotherhood  of — Continued. 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  110,  129,  421,  423,  428,  429,  Page. 

435,  437,  541,  542,  543,  544,  545,  580) 81, 

116,  417,  418, 423, 424, 426,  427,  504,  505,  506,  507,  508,  529 
National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  212,  338,  353,  405,  409, 

423,  429,  435,  437,  580) 201,  353, 362,  397,  403, 418, 424,  426, 427,  529 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  212,  238,  350,  353, 


Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108,  111) 79,82 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147,  290) 133,312 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  110,  181,  421,  428) 81, 178,417,423 

Increases,  effective  date  of  (Dn.  181) 178 

Overtime  (Dn.  440,  541,  542,  543,  544,  545) 428,  504,  505,  506,  507,  508 

Schedule  rates,  arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  121,  174) 103, 173 

Represehtation  rights  (Dn.  174,  218,  259,  431,  432) 173,  207,  293, 424,  425 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agi-eements  (Dn.  119,  153,  154,  155,  181,  205,  219,  227,  259,  291,  357, 

427,  504,  525)  . . 87, 157, 157, 158, 178, 194,  214,  262,  293,  321,  366, 423, 480,  494 

Consideration  of,  deferred.  (Dn.  108,  290) 79,  312 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Refusal  of  carrier  to  negotiate  (Dn.  422) 417 

Shop  craft  emplo^^ees  (Dn.  222) 224 

Shuttle-train  service  (Dn.  175) 174 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  541,  542,  543) 504,  505,  506 

Terminals,  changes  of  (Dn.  175) 174 

Time  lost  (Dn.  234) 272 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  121,  174) 103 

Transportation  privileges  (Dn.  175) 174 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  422,  427,  428,  429,  430,  431,  432, 

433,  434,  435,  436,  437,  438,  439,  440,  516) 417, 

423,  423, 424, 424,  424, 425,  425, 425,  426,  426, 427,  427,  427,  428,  488 


Carmen  of  America,  Brotherhood  Railway : 

Assignment  of  work  (Dn.  405,  409) 397,  403 

(dassification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  212,  341,  580) 201,  355,  529 

Discipline  (Dn.  109,  145,  146,  206,  234,  399,  401,  402,  404,  410,  424,  430,  433, 

434,  435,  438,  516,  540,  581) 81, 128, 132, 

196,  272,  394,  395, 396,  397, 405, 419, 424, 425,  425,  426,  427, 488,  504,  530 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  89,  90,  119,  121,  174,  206,  218) 55, 

58,  87, 103, 173, 196,  207 

Hours  of  service  (Dn.  439) 427 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  89,  90,  109,  121,  211) 55,  58,  81, 103,  201 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  110,  129,  421,  423,  428,  429,  435, 

437,  541,  542,  543,  544,  545,  580) 81, 

116,  417, 418,  423,  424,  426,  427,  504,  505,  506,  507,  508,  529 
National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  212,  338,  353,  405,  409,  423, 

429,  435,  437,  580) 201,  353,  362,  397,  403, 418, 424,  426,  427,  529 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  212,  238,  350,  353,  423, 

541,  542,  543) 201,  275,  360,  362,  418,  504,  505,  506 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108,  111) 79,82 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147,  290) 133,312 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  110,  181,  421,  428) 81, 178,  417, 423 

Increases,  effective  date  of  (Dn.  181) 178 

Overtime  (Dn.  440,  541,  542,  543,  544,  545) 428,  504,  505,  506,  507,  508 

Schedule  rates,  arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  121,  174) 103, 173 

Representation  rights  (Dn.  174,  218,  259,  431,  432) 173,  207,  293, 424,  425 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  119,  153,  154,  155,  181,  205,  219,  227,  259,  291,  357, 

427,  504,  525) 87, 

157, 157, 158, 178, 194,  214,  262,  293,  321,  366, 423,  480,  494 
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Carmen  of  America,  Brotherhood  Railway — Continued. 

Rules  and  working  conditions — Continued.  Page. 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108,  290) 79,312 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Refusal  of  carrier  to  negotiate  (Dn.  422) 417 

Shop  craft  emploj^ees  (Dn.  222) 224 

Shuttle-train  service  (Dn.  175) 174 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Simday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  541,  542,  543) 504,  505,  506 

Terminals,  changes  of  (Dn.  175) 174 

Time  lost  (Dn.  234) 272 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  121,  174) 103, 173 

Transportation  privileges  (Dn.  175) 174 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  422,  427,  428,  429,  430,  431,  432, 

433,  434,  435,  436,  437,  438,  439,  440,  516) 417, 

423, 423,  424,  424,  424,  425, 425,  425,  426,  426, 427, 427, 427, 428,  488 

Carpenters  and  Joiners  of  America,  United  Brotherhood  of: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Certain  Clerical  and  Station  Employees : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  215) 204 


Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees,  Brotherhood  of 


Railway  and  Steamship : 

Abolishment  of  positions  (Dn.  241,  281,  288,  379) 277,  305,  310,  383 

Bulletining  of  positions — 

Assignments  to  be  made  within  limited  time  (Dn.  304) 333 

Assignments  to  positions  in  another  seniority  district  (Dn.  362,  367) . . 369,  373 

Chief  clerks  at  larger  stations  (Dn.  87) 52 

Duration  of  bulletins  (Dn.  304) 333 

Filling  new  positions  (Dn.  389) 390 

Fitness  and  ability  necessary  for  assignment  (Dn.  46,  213,  345,  458, 

538,  558) ■ 32, 203,  356,  434,  503,  517 

Nonclerical  positions  (Dn.  239) 275 

Positions  abolished  closes  disputes  (Dn.  242) 278 

Positions  increased  in  pay  (Dn.  360) 367 

Right  to  trial  to  prove  ability  (Dn.  44,  124,  392,  475,  577) 32, 

112,  391,  448,  527 

State  laws,  effect  on  assignments  (Dn.  269) 298 

Vacancies  to  be  bulletined  (Dn.  238,  244,  285) 275,  279,  303 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  86,  87,  113,  125,  127,  183,  200,  201, 

240,  241,  246, 281,  284,  286,  294,  297,  368, 370, 379,  382, 384,  385, 391, 465,  466, 

471,  505,  512,  513,  559,  565, 570,  575) 52, 

52,  83,  113,  114,  180,  190,  191,  276,  277,  281,  305,  307,  309,  324,  326,  374, 
375,  383,  385,  387,  388,  390,  440,  441,  447,  481, 486,  486,  518,  521,  523,  526 

Combination  service  (Dn.  86,  276) 52,  302 

Demotions  (Dn.  388,  531) 390,  499 

Discipline  (Dn.  43,  126,  134,  138,  150,  177,  178,  189,  190,  196,  199,  262,  263, 

266,  270,  275,  282,  283,  296,  343,  344,  359,  366,  373,  393,  396,  457,  467,  472, 

478,  532,  555,  557,  560,  573) 31, 114, 121, 

123,  156,  175,  176,  184,  184, 188, 190,  295,  295,  296.  299,  301,  306,  307,  326, 
356,  356,  367,  372,  378,  392,  392,  434,  442,  447, 451, 499,  516,  517,  518,  525 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  89,  119,  121,  220) 55,  87, 103,  216 

Eating  and  sleeping  accommodations  (Dn.  295) 325 

Express  employees  (Dn.  184,  217) 180,206 

Hours  of  service  (Dn.  568) 523 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  89,  121,  211,  380,  394,  575) 55, 

103,201,384,392,526 


Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  53,  125,  135,  136,  139,  142,  182, 

184,  185,  186,  191,  200,  203,  245,  268,  277,  286,  298,  361,  363,  384,  465,  467, 

503,  513,  535,  567) 37, 113, 122, 122, 124, 126, 179, 180, 182, 182, 185, 

190,  192,  280,  297,  303,  309,  327,  368,  370,  387,  440,  442,  478, 486,  501,  522 
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Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees,  Brotherhood  of 
Railway  and  Steamship — ( ontinued. 

Leave  of  absence  (Dn.  140,  192,  235,  236,  237,  306,  375,  378,  386,  390,  474,  Page- 

506,  507,  508,  509,  536,  537,  556,  561,  562) 125, 186,  272,  273, 

274,  335,  380,  382,  389,  390,  448,  482,  483, 483, 484,  501,  502, 516,  510,  519 
National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dm  156,  157,  158,  159,  160,  161, 

162,  163,  164,  165,  166,  167,  168,  169,  170,  171,  172,  201,  238,  240,  246,  278, 

230,  284,  294,  297.  298,  304,  305,  360,  368,  370,  395,  426,  458,  460,  461,  462, 

463,  468  , 469,  470,  475,  479,  506,  510,  511,  558  , 559,  565,  566,  572,  574, 

578) 159,160,160,161,162,163, 

163.  164, 165,  166, 166,  167, 168, 169,  169, 170,  171, 191,  275, 276,  281,  303, 
304;  307, 324,  326,  327, 333,  334,  367,  374, 375,  392, 421,  434, 436, 437,  438, 
439,  444,  445,  446,  448, 452, 482, 484,  485,  517,  518,  521,  521,  524, 525,  528 

Notices, posting  of  (Dn.  133) 120 

Pay  day  regulations  (Dn.  45) 32 

Railroad  Administration  orders,  application  of  (Dn.  369,  371) 374,376 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  aft'ecting  (Dn.  156,  157,  158,  159,  160, 

161,  162,  163,  164,  165,  166,  167,  168,  169,  170,  171,  172,  238,  240,  276, 

278,  279,  297,  305,  377,  459,  461,  468,  469,  470,  479,  512,  559,  566,  570, 

575) - 159,160,160,  161, 

162,  163, 163, 164,  165, 166,  166, 167,  168, 169,  169, 170, 171,  275,  276,  302, 
303,  304,  326,  334, 382,  435, 437,  444, 445,  446,  452, 486, 518,  521,  523,  526 

Basic  rates  of  pay  defined  (Dn.  142,  238,  277,  361,  363,  465) 126, 

275, 303,  368, 370, 440 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108,  111,  123,  287) 79,82, 112,  309 

Decreases  authorized  (Dn.  147,  217) 133,  206 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  125, 135,  136,  139, 142, 182,  185,  186,  191, 

203,  245,  268,  277,  286,  298,  361,  363,  382,  384,  385,  465,  535,  567) 113, 
122, 122, 124, 126, 179, 182, 182, 185, 192,  280,  297, 
303,  309,  327, 368, 370, 385, 387,388, 440,  501,  522 

Inequalities  in  rates  (Dn.  369,  371,  426) 374, 376, 421 

Labor  Board  without  jurisdiction  (Dn.  211) 201 

Overtime  (Dn.  279,  361,  468,-469  , 470) 304,368,444,445,452 

Reclassification  of  positions  not  to  affect  (Dn.  127) 114 

Schedule  rates,  arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  121) 103 

Representation  rights  (Dn.  220,  502,  503) 216, 478, 478 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  53,  119,  173,  225,  476,  477,  502,  503) 37, 

87,171,257,449,450,478,478 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Pay  day  regulations  (Dn.  45) 32 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn,  119) 87 

Seniority  districts  (Dn.  50,  460,  463,  510,  511,  578) 36, 436, 439, 484, 485,  528 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  44,  50,  124,  132,  141,  243,  244,  269,  345,  362,  367,  372, 

460, 462, 463, 404, 475,  505, 510, 511,  534, 569, 571, 578) 32,  36, 

112, 120, 125,  278, 279, 298,  356,  369,  373,  378,  436, 
438, 439, 440,  448, 481,  484, 485,  500,  523,  524,  528 

Short,  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Strikes  (Dn.  197,  198) 189, 189 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  280,  305,  387) 304,  334,  389 

Time  lost  (Dn,  137,  140, 192,  197,  198,  235,  236,  237,  264,  265,  306,  375,  378, 

386,  390,  473,  474,  507,  508,  509,  537, 554,  556, 561,  562,  572, 574, 576) ....  123,125 
186, 189, 189,  272,  273, 274,  296,  296,  335,  380,  382,  389,  390, 
448,  448, 483,  483,  484,  502,  515,  516,  519,  519,  524,  525,  526 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violaion  of  (Dn.  121) 103 

Transportation  pri\ileges  (Dn.  536) 501 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  388,  389,  390,  392,  393,  395,  457, 

464,  472,  509,  512,  568,  569,  570,  571) 390, 

390, 390,  391, 392, 392,  434, 440, 447, 484, 486,  523,  523,  523,  524 

Coach  and  Car  Cleaners,  Railway : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn. 


Ill), 
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Conductors,  Order  of  Railway : Page. 

Bnlletiiung  of  ])08itions  (Dn.  324) 343 

Olassifi cation  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  60,  84  , 481V. 42,  50,455 

Combination  service  (Du.  347) 358 

Deadhead  service  (Dn.  82) 49 

Discipline  (Dn.  493,  495,  497,  498) 466, 466, 467,  467 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  82,  85,  89,  90,  119, 121,  148,  299) 49, 

50,  55,  58,  87, 103, 154,  328 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  82,  83,  89,  90,  121,  318,  319,  320,  321,  491, 


Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  322) 349 

Passenger  serAUce  (Dn.  57,  487) 40,  462 

Railroad  Administration  orders,  application  of  (Dn.  61) 42 

Rates  of  pay — 


Basic  rates  of  pay  defined  (Dn.  487) 462 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147,  148,  214,  229,  290)  ..  133,154,  204,  267,  312 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  322,  487) 341,  462 

Overtime  (Dn.  56) : 39 

Schedule  rates,  arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  121) 103 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  119) 87 

Consideration  of  deferred  (Dn.  108,  290) 79,  312 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119,  148) 87, 154 

Shuttle-train  service  (Dn.  175). 174 

Runarounds  (Dn.  52) 37 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Terminal  delay  and  work  by  road  crews  (Dn.  56,  323,  491) 39,  342,  465 

Terminals,  changes  of  (Dn.  59,  175) 41, 174 

Time  lost  (Dn.  85) 50 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  121,  299) 103,  328 

Transportation  privileges  (Dn.  175) 174 


Turnaround  service  (Dn.  481,  494) 455,466 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  346,  348,  493,  494') 357, 

359,  466,  466 

Work-train  service  (Dn.  84,  323).. a 50,342 

Yard  service  (Dn.  52,  323) 37,  342 

Conductors,  Order  of  Sleeping  Car : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized,  (Dn.  107) 78 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Changes  in,  declined  (Dn.  107) 78 

Dining  and  Sleeping  Car  Employees  Union,  Brotherhood  of: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized,  (Dn.  54) 37 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Changes  in,  declined  (Dn.  54) 37 

Dispatchers’  Association,  American  Train: 

Demotions  (Dn.  271) 299 

Discipline  (Dn.  274,  374) 301,379 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  89,  90,  91,  119,  121) 55, 58,  60,  87, 102 

Held  away  from  home  terminal  (Dn.  273) 300 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  152,  247) 156,  281 

Leave  of  absence  (Dn.  122,  248,  564) Ill,  282,  520 

Rates  of  pay — 


i’88,'299,  300 
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Dispatchers*  Association  American  Train — Continued. 

Rates  of  pay — Continued. 

Basic  rates  of  pay  defined  (Dn.  152) 156 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Increases  in,  application  of  (Dn.  152,  247) 156,  281 

Overtime  (Dn.  272) 299 

Schedule  rates,  arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  91,  121) 60, 103 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  119) 87 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procechue  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  91,  121) 60, 103 

Time  lost  (Dn.  122,  248,  564) Ill,  282,  520 


Electrical  Workers,  International  Brotherhood  of: 

Assignment  of  work  (Dn.  405,  409) 397, 403 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  212,  341,  405,  580) 201, 355, 397,  529 

Discipline  (Dn.  109,  145,  146,  206,  234,  399,  401,  402,  404,  410,  424,  430, 

433,  434,  4.36,  438,  516,  540,  581) 81, 128, 132, 

196,  272,  394,  395,  396,  397,  405,  419, 424,  425, 425, 426, 427, 488, 504,  530 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  89,  90,  119,  121,  174,  206,  218) 55, 

58,  87, 103, 173, 196,  207 

Hours  of  service  (Dn.  439) 427 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  89,  90,  121,  211) 55,  58, 103, 201 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  110,  129,  421,  423,  428,  429,  435, 

437,  541,  542,  543,  544,  545,  580) 81, 

116, 417, 418, 423, 424, 426, 427, 504,  505, 506,  507, 508, 529 
National  agi’eement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  212,  338,  353,  405,  409,  423, 

429,  435,  437,  580) 201,  353,  362, 397, 403, 418, 424,  426, 427, 529 

Rates  of  pay — 

xApplication  of  schedule  rules  affecting  (Dn.  212,  238,  350,  353,  423, 

541,  542) 201,275,360,362,418,504,505 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108,  111) 79,82 

* Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147,  290) 133,312 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  110,  181,  421,  428) 81, 178,  417,423 

Increases,  effective  date  of  (Dn.  181) 178 

Overtime  (Dn.  440,  541,  542,  543,  544,  545) 428,  504,  505,  506,  507, 508 

Schedule  rates,  arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  121,  174) 103, 173 

Representation  rights  (Dn.  174,  218,  259,  431,  432) 173,  207, 293, 424,425 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  119,  153,  154,  155,  181,  205,  219,  227,  259,  291,  357, 

427,  504,  525) . . 87, 157, 157, 158, 178, 194,  214,  262,  293, 321,  366, 423, 480, 494 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108,  290) 79, 312 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) . . . : 87 

Refusal  of  carrier  to  negotiate  (Dn.  422) 417 

Shop  craft  employees  (Dn.  222) 224 

Shuttle-train  service  (Dn.  175) 174 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  541,  542,  543) 504,  505,  506 

Terminals,  changes  of  (Dn.  175) 174 

Time  lost  (Dn.  234) 272 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  121,  174) 103, 173 

Transportation  prHdleges  (Dn.  175) 174 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  422,  427,  428,  429,  4.30,  431, 

432,  433,  434,  435,  436,  437,  438,  439,  440,  516) 417, 

423,  423,  424,  424,  424,  425,  425,  425,  426,  426,  427,  427,  427,  428,  488 


Employees,  Certain  Specified  Classes  of: 
Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  228). 
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Engineers,  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive:  Page. 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  104,  483) 77,  457 

Deadhead  service  (Dn.  97) 74 

Discipline  (Dn.  480) 453 
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55,  58, 87, 103, 154,  328 

Hostling  service  (Dn.  483) 457 

Jurisdiction  of  Lalx>r  Board  (Dn.  89,  90,  121) 55,  58, 103 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  98) 75 

Rates  of  pay— 


Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  148,  214,  229,  290) 154,  204,  267,  312 

Overtime  (Dn.  96) 74 

Schedule  rates,  arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  121) 103 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  119) 87 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108,  290) 79,  312 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Differential  rates  between  mountain  and  valley  (Dn.  312) 338 

Eight- within-ten-hour  rule  ( D n . 93 ) 71 

New  rules  authorized  covering  (Dn.  55) 38 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  148) 154 

Shuttle-train  service  (Dn.  175) 174 

Time-card  rule,  abolishment  of  (Dn.  488) 463 

Runarounds  (Dn.  52,  100,  102,  105,  486) 37,  76,  76,  78,  461 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Terminals,  changes  of  (Dn.  175) 174 

Terminal  delay  and  work  by  road  crews  (Dn.  55,  482) 38,  456 

Time  lost  (Dn.  85,  550) 50,  512 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  121,  299) 103,  328 

Transportation  privileges  (Dn.  175) 174 

Turnaround  service  (Dn.  95,  494) 73,  466 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decisions  (Dn.  95,  96,  97,  98,  100,  102,  103, 

312,  485,  494) 73,  74,  74,  75,  76, 76,  77, 338,  460,  466 

Yard  service  (Dn.  52) 37 

Engineers,  International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating: 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  415,  416,  417) 408,409,  409 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  202) 192 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  202,  256) 192,  290 

Express  Drivers,  Chauffeurs  and  Conductors,  Railway: 

Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  151) 156 

Discipline  (Dn.  151) 156 

Express  employees  (Dn.  112,  217) 82,  206 

Hours  of  service  (Dn.  112) 82 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  217) 206 

Expressmen,  Order  of  Railway : 

Express  employees  (Dn.  217) 206 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  217) 206 

Federal  Labor  Union,  American  Federation  of  Labor: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  Ill) 82 
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Firemen  and  Enginemen,  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive:  Page. 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  104,  310) 77,  337 

Deadhead  service  (Dn.  97 ) 174 

Discipline  (Dn.  326,  480,  528) 344,  453,  496 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  tDn.  85,  89,  90, 119, 121, 148,  299) 50, 

55,  58,  87, 103, 154,  328 

Hostling  service  (Dn.  483) 457 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  tDn.  89,  90,  121) 55,  58, 103 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  98) 75 

Rates  of  pay — 


Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Decreases  in,  authorized^  (Dn.  147,  148,  214,  229,  290). . 133, 154,  204,  267,  312 

Overtime  (Dn.  96) 74 

Schedule  rates,  arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  121) 103 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Adjustments  to  settle  similar  claims  (Dn.  315) 339 

Agreements  (Dn.  119) 87 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108,  290) 79,  312  • 

Differential  rates  between  mountain  and  valley  (Dn.  312) 338 

Eight- within-ten-hour  rule  (Dn.  93) 71 

Hostling  service  (Dn.  316) 339 

Local  or  way  freight  service  (Dn.  310) 337 

Relieving  enginemen  at  passenger  station  (Dn.  313) 338 

Minute  basis  for  payment  of  terminal  delay  (Dn.  314) 339 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119,  148) 87, 154 

Shuttle-train  service  (Dn.  175) 174 

Terminal  delay  (Dn.  55) 38 

Time-card  rule,  abolishment  of  (Dn.  488) 463 

Runarounds  (Dn.  52,  100,  102,  105,  486) 37,  76,  76,  78,  461 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Strikes  (Dn.  299 ) : 328 

Terminals,  changes  of  (Dn.  175) 174 

Terminal  delay  and  work  by  road  crews  (Dn.  55,  482) 38,  456 

Time  lost  (Dn.  85,  317,  550) 50,  339,  512 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  \dolation  of  (Dn.  121,  299) 103,  328 

Transportation  privileges  (Dn.  175) 174 

Turnaround  ser\dce  (Dn.  95,  494) 73,  466 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  95,  96,  97,  98, 100, 102, 103,  310, 

312,  313,  314,  315,  316,  317,  485,  494) 73, 

74,  74,  75,  76,  76,  77,  337,  338,  338,  339,  339,  339,  339,  460, 466 
Yard  service  (Dn.  52) 37 

Firemen  and  Oilers,  International  Brotherhood  of  Stationary : 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  520) 490 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  Ill) 82 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

A^eements  (Dn.  119) 87 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  520) 490 

Knights  of  Labor: 

Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  549) 511 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  549) 511 
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Discipline  (Dn.  109,  145,  146,  206,  234,  399,  401, 402,  404,  410,  424,  430,  433, 

434,  436,  438,  516,  540,  581) 81,  128. 132. 

196,  272,  394,  395,  396,  397,  405,  419,  424,  425,  425,  426,  427,  488,  504,  530 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  89,  90,  119,  121,  174,  206,  218) .55, 

58,  87, 103, 173, 196,  207 

Hours  of  service  (Dn.  439) 427 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  89,  90,  109,  121,  211) 55,  .58,  81, 103,  201 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  110,  129,  421,  423,  428,  429,  435, 

437,  541,  542,  543,  544,  545,  580) 81, 

116,  417,  418,  423,  424,  426,  427,  .504,  .505,  .506,  .507,  .508,  .529 
National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  212,  338,  353,  405,  409,  423,  429 

435,  437,  580) 201,  353,  362,  397,  403,  418,  424,  426,  427,  .529 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  (Dn.  212,  238.  350,  353.  423,  541, 

542,  543) 201,  275,  360,  362,  418,  504,  505,  506 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108,  111) 79,82 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147,  290) 133,  312 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  110,  181,  421,  428) 81, 178,  417,  423 

Increases,  effective  date  of  (Dn.  181) 178 

Overtime  (Dn.  440,  541,  542,  543,  544,  .545) 428,  504,  -505,  506,  507,  .508 

Schedule  rates,  arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  121,  174) 103, 173 

Representation  rights  (Dn.  174,  218,  2.59,  431,  432) 173,  207,  293,  424,  425 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  119,  L53, 154, 155, 181,  205,  219,  227,  259,  291,  357,  427, 

504,  525) 87, 157, 157, 158, 178,  194,  214,  262,  293,  321,  366,  423,  480,  494 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108,  290) 79,  312 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119  ) 87 

Refusal  of  carrier  to  negotiate  (Dn.  422 ) 417 

Shop-craft  employees  (Dn.  222) 224 

Shuttle-train  service  (Dn.  175).  174 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  541,  542,  543) 504,  505,  -506 

Terminals,  changes  of  (Dn.  175) 174 

Time  lost  (Dn.  234) 349 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  121,  174  ) 103, 173 

Transportation  privileges  (Dn.  175) 174 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  422,  427,  428,  429,  430,  431,  432, 

433,  434,  435,  436,  437,  438,  439,  440,  516) 417, 

423,  423,  424,  424,  424,  425,  425,  425,  426,  426,  427,  427,  427,  428,  488 

Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers,  United  Broth- 
erhood of : 

Assignment  of  work  (Dn.  337 ) 352 

Bulletining  of  positions  (Dn.  251,  257) 285,  290 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  88,  92,  128,  143.  144,  250,  255,  260, 

300,  301,  303,  331,  352,  397,  406,  420,  524) .' 54, 

70,  116,  126,  127,  284,  288,  294,  329,  330,  332,  347,  361,  393,  399,  416, 493 

Contract  work  (Dn.  328) 345 

Demotions  (Dn.  289,  339,  342) 310,  353,  355 
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Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  89,  91,  119,  120,  121,  332,  412,  418, 

514) 55,  60,  87,  96, 103,  348,  406,  410, 487 

Held  away  from  home  terminal  (Dn.  249) 283 

Housing  conditions  (Dn.  94,  325) 72,  344 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  47,  48,  49,  89,  114,  115,  116, 

117,  118,  121,  128,  143,  188,  301,  331,  351,  397,  456,  515,  518) 33,34, 

35,  55,  84,  84,  85,  86,  86, 103, 116, 126, 183,  330,  347,  361,  393,  434,  488,  489 
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Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers,  United  Brother- 
hood of — Continued.  Page. 

Leave  of  absence  (Dn.  230,  333) 269,  348 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  88,  180,  208,  209,  210,  232, 

233.  249,  250.  255.  334.  339.  340.  355,  406,  411,  519,  521,  522,  523,  524,  548) . i 54, 

177, 197,  198,  200,  271,  272,  283,  284,  288,  349, 
353,  354,  364,  399,  405,  489, 490,  491,  492,  493,  510 

Promotions  (Dn.  58.  289.  339) 41,310,353 

Railroad  Administration  orders,  application  of  (Dn.  92) 70 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  (Dn.  180,  208,  209,  210,  232, 

233,  249,  300,  330,  336,  355,  358,  522,  546,  547) 177, 

197, 198,  200,  271,  272,  283,  329,  346, 351,  364,  367, 491,  508,  510 

Arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  332) 348 
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Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn,  147,  214) 133,204 
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Overtime  (Dn.  88,  130,  330,  411,  522,  548) 54, 117,  346,  405,  491,  510 

Schedule  rates,  arbitrary  reductions  of  (Dn.  91,  120, 121,  413).  60,  96, 103,  407 

Reduction  in  forces  (Dn.  334,  408,  519,  521) 349,402,489,490 

Representation  rights  (Dn.  412,  418,  514) 406,  410,  487 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  119,  412,  418,  456,  514) 87,406,410,434,487 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108) 79 

Maintenance  of  way  employees  (Dn.  501) 469 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  58,  230,  251,  289,  335,  339,  340,  354,  408,  521,  523).  . . 41, 

269,  285,  310,  351,  353,  354,  363,  402,  490,  492 

Short  line  railroads  ( Dn.  108) 79 

Strikes  (Dn.  517) 488 

Sunday  and  holidav  service  (Dn.  209,  210,  233,  255,  546,  547) 198, 

200,  272,  288,  508,  510 

Time  lost  (Dn.  216,  231,  334,  517) 205,  270,  349,  488 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  \iolation  of  (Dn.  91,  120,  121,  332) 60,  96, 103,  348 

Transportation  privileges  (Dn.  333) 348 

Union  labor  membership  (Dn.  224) 251 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  456) 434 


Masters,  Mates  and  Pilots  of  America,  National  Organization: 


Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

A^eements  (Dn.  119) 87 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rifles  (Dn.  li9) 87 
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Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  89,  90,  119,  121,  174,  206,  218) 55, 

58,  87, 103, 173, 196,  207 

Hours  of  ser\fice  (Dn.  439) 427 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  89,  90,  109,  121,  211) 55,  58,  81, 103,  201 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  110,  129,  421,  423,  428,  429, 
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Metal  Workers,  International  Alliance  of  Amalgamated  Sheet — Continued. 


Rates  of  pay — Page. 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  (Dn.  212,  238,  350,  353,  423, 

541,  542,  543) 201,  275,  360,  362,  418,  504,  505,  506 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108,  111) 79,82 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147,  290) 133.  312 

Increases,  application  of  (Dn.  llO,  181,  421,  428) 81, 178,  417,  423 

Increases,  effective  date  of  (Dn.  181) 178 
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Representation  rights  (Dn.  174,  218,  259,  431,  432) 173, 207,  293, 424, 425 
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427,  504,  525) . . 87, 157, 157, 158, 178, 194,  214,  262,  293,  321,  366, 423, 480, 494 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108,  290) 79,  312 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Refusal  of  carrier  to  negotiate  (Dn.  422) 417 

Shop  craft  employees  (Dn.  222) 224 

Shuttle-train  service  (Dn.  175) 174 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Sunday  and  holiday  ser^dce  (Dn.  541,  542,  543) 504,  505,  506 

Terminals,  changes  of  (Dn.  175) 174 

Time  lost  (Dn.  234) 272 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  121,  174) 103, 173 

Transportation  privileges  (Dn.  175) 174 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  422,  427,  428,  429,  430,  431,  432, 

433,  434,  435,  436,  437,  438,  439,  440,  516) 417, 

423,  423,  424,  424,  424,  425,  425,  425,  426,  426,  427,  427,  427, 428,  488 

Molders’  Union  of  North  America,  International: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Painters,  Decorators  and  Paperhangers  of  America,  Brotherhood  of: 

Rehearing  of  decisions  (Dn.  414) 408 


Railroad  Workers,  American  Federation  of: 

Discipline  (Dn.  327) 345 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  292,  425) 322,  419 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  349) 360 
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Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  Ill) 82 

Increases  in,  application  of  (Dn.  349) 360 

Representation  rights  (Dn.  70,  425) 45,  419 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  292,  425) 322,  419 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  292) 322 


Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L. : 

Assignment  of  work  (Dn.  405,  409) 397,  403 
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196,  272,  394,  395,  396,  397, 405, 419, 424, 425, 425, 426, 427, 488,  504,  530 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  89,  90,  119,  121,  174,  206,  218) 55, 

58, 87, 103, 173, 196,  207 

Hours  of  service  (Dn  439) 427 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  89,  90,  109,  121,  211) 55,  58,  81, 103,  201 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  110, 129,  400,  421,  428,  504,  541, 
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Overtime  (Dn.  440,  541,  542,  543,  544,  545) 428,  504,  505,  506,  507, 508 

Schedule  rates,  arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  121,  174) 103,  173 

Representation  rights  (Dn.  174,  218,  259,  431,  432) 173,  207,  293, 424,  425 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  119.  153,  154,  155,  181,  205,  219.  227,  259,  291,  357, 

427,  504,  525) . . 87, 157, 157, 158, 178, 194,  214, 262, 293, 321, 36Q,  423, 480, 494 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108,  290) 79,  312 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119,  259) 87,  293 

Refusal  of  carrier  to  negotiate  (Dn.  422) 417 

Shop  craft  employees  (Dn.  222) 224 

Shuttle-train  ser\Hce  (Dn.  175) 174 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  541,  542,  543) 504,  505,  506 

Terminals,  changes  of  (Dn.  175) 174 

Time  lost  (Dn.  234) 272 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  121,  174) 103, 173 

Transportation  privileges  (Dn.  175) 174 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  422,  427,  428,  429,  430,  431, 

432,  433,  434,  435,  436,  437,  438,  439,  440,  516') 417, 

423, 423, 424,  424, 424,  425, 425, 425,  426, 426,427, 427, 427, 428, 4S8 


Railway  Employees  of  North  America,  United  Association  of: 

Discipline  (Dn.  489,  490,  492,  500) 464,  465,  465,  468 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Signalmen  of  America,  Brotherhood  Railroad : 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  226,  252,  356) 259, 286,  364 

Discipline  (Dn.  207) 197 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  207) 197 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  226,  293,  356) 259,  323,  364 

Railroad  Administration  orders,  application  of  (Dn.  252) 286 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  226,  293,  356)..  259,  323,  364 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  Ill) 82 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Increases  in,  application  of  (Dn.  252) 286 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

A^eements  (Dn.  119) 87 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  407) ? 401 

Station  Agents,  Order  of  Railroad : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Station  Employees,  Brotherhood  of  Railroad : 

National  agreement  rules,  application  of  (Dn.  426) 421 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  Ill) 82 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Inequalities  in  rates  of  (Dn.  426) 4*21 
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Supervisors  of  Mechanics,  International  Association  of  Railroad : rage. 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119)..*. S7 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147,  214) ! 13.3,  204 

Representation  rights  (Dn.  419) 413 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  119,  419) 87,  413 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) ' 87 

Switchmen’s  Union  of  North  America: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  119,  299) 87,  328 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 

Rules  and  working  conditions — • 

Agreements  (Dn.  119) 87 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) - 87 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  299) 328 

Supervisory  Foremen,  International  Association  of  Railroad : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  214) 204 

Teamsters,  Chauffeurs,  Stablemen  and  Helpers  of  America: 

Express  employees  (Dn.  217) 206 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  217) 206 

Telegraphers,  Order  of  Railroad : 

Abolishment  of  positions  (Dn.  365,  530) 371,  498 

riassifi cation  of  positions  and  rates  (Dn.  381,  530) 384, 498 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  89,  90,  119,  121) 55,  58,  87, 103 

Hours  of  service  (Dn.  383) 386 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  89,  90,  121,  563) 55,  58, 103,  520 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  131,  179,  553) 118, 176,515 

Promotions  (Dn.  221 ) 223 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  (Dn.  267,  302,  374,  376,  563)..  296, 

331,  379,  381,  520 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147,  214,  290) 133,204,312 

Increases  in,  application  of  (Dn.  131, 179) 118, 176 

Inequalities  in  rates  of  (Dn.  193,  194) 186, 187 

Overtime  (Dn.  267,  302,  374,  553) 296,  331,  379,  515 

Rates  applicable  to  new  positions  (Dn.  381) 384 

Schedule  rates,  arbitrary  reduction  of  (Dn.  121) 103 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  119) 87 

('onsideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108,  290) 79,312 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119  ) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  221) 223 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Sunday  and  holiday  service  (Dn.  374,  383 379,  386 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  fDn.  121) 103 

Terminal,  Baggage,  Mail  Handlers  and  Station  Employees,  Local  No.  17306, 

A.  F.  of  L.: 

Rates  of  pay — 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  f'Dn.  176) 175 

Ticket  Agents,  American  Association  of  Railroad : 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 


IXDEX  TO  DECISIONS. 


877 


Trainmen,  Brotherhood  of  Railroad : rage. 

Bulletiiiiug  of  positions  (Dn.  324  ) 343 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates  ( Dn.  60,  71,  78,  347,  481,  484) 42, 

46,  48,  358,  455,  459 

Discipline  (Dn.  74,  77,  80,  81,106,  493,  495,  496,  497,  498,  526,  527,  528).  . 47, 

47,  48,  49,  78,  466,  466,  466,  467,  467,  494,  495,  496 

Disputes,  method  of  handling  (Dn.  85,  89,  90,  119,  121,  148,  299) 50, 

55,  58,  87, 103,154,328 

Express  employees  (Dn.  217) 206 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board  (Dn.  63,  72,  73,  74,  75,  77,  79,  81,  89,  90,  121, 

318,320,321,491,495) 42, 

46,  46,  47,  47,  47,  48,  49,  55,  58,  103,  340,  341,  342,  465, 466 

Tvabor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  322,  484,  487) 341,  459, 462 

Passenger  service  (Dn.  57,  487) 40,462 

Railroad  Administration  orders,  application  of  (Dn.  61,  62) 42,42 

Rates  of  pay — 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  (Dn.  56,  57,  61,  69,  71, 

323,  347,  481) 39, 40, 42, 44,  46,  342,  358,  455 

Basic  rates  of  pay  defined  (Dn.  487) 462 

Changes  in,  not  authorized  (Dn.  108) 79 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147,  148,  214,  217,  229,  290) 133, 

154,  204,  206,  267,  312 

Incorporation  of  rates  in  schedule  (Dn.  62) 42 

Increases  in,  application  of  (Dn.  322,  484,  487) 341,  459,  462 

Overtime  (Dn.  56) 39 

Reclassification  of  positions  not  to  affect  (Dn.  60) 42 

Schedule  rates,  arbitrary  reductions  of  (Dn.  121) 103 

Rules  and  working  conditions — 

Agreements  (Dn.  62,  64,  119) 42,43,87 

Consideration  of,  deferred  (Dn.  108,  290) 79,  312 

New  rules  declined  relating  to  (Dn.  65,  67,  68) 43,44,44 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules  (Dn.  119) 87 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (Dn.  119,  148) 87, 154 

Promotion  of  yardmen  (Dn.”65,  66) 43, 44 

Seats  on  locomotwes  (Dn.  76) 47 

Shuttle- train  ser^dee  (Dn.  175) 174 

Runarounds  (Dn.  52) 37 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  72) 46 

Short  line  railroads  (Dn.  108) 79 

Strikes  (Dn.  299) 328 

Terminals,  changes  of  (Dn.  59,  175) 41, 174 

Terminal  delay  and  work  by  road  crews  (Dn.  56,  323,  491) 39,  250, 465 

Time  lost  ( Dn.  85) 50 

Transportation  Act,  1920,  violation  of  (Dn.  121,  299) 103,  328 

Transportation  privileges  (Dn.  175) 174 

Turnaround  service  (Dn.  481,  494) 455,466 

Withdrawal  of  application  for  decision  (Dn.  493,  494) 466,  466 

Work-train  service  (Dn.  71,  323) 46,  342 

Yard  serAdee  (Dn.  52,  69,  71,  323) 37,  44,  46,  342 


Trainmen,  Association  of  Colored  Railway : 

Demotions  (Dn.  307) 336 

Seniority  rights  (Dn.  307) 336 

Unorganized  Employees: 

Labor  Board  decisions,  application  of  (Dn.  187,  188) 183, 183 

Rates  of  pay — 

Increases  in,  application  of  ( Dn.  187) 183 

Yardmasters  of  America,  Railroad: 

Discipline  ( Dn.  499) 468 

Rates  of  pay — 

Decreases  in,  authorized  (Dn.  147) 133 
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INDEX  TO  ADDENDA. 


ADDENDA  INDEXED  BY  SUBJECTS. 

[Note— Figures  shown  in  parentheses  at  end  of  subject  refer  to  addenda  numbers;  e.  g.  “(A.  1-147)” 
following  the  index  reference  lo  “‘Alabama  & Vicksburg  Railway  Co.”  refers  to  Addendum  No.  1 to 
Decision  No.  147.] 

Carriers  Added  as  Parties  to  Decisions:  Page. 

Alabama  & Vicksburg  Baihvay  Co.  (A.  1-147,  4-222,  1-501) 537,570,  598 

Alabama  Great  Southern  Railroad  Co.  (A.  2-147) 501 

Alton  & Southern  Railroad  (A.  1-147) 537 

Arkansas  & Memphis  Railway  Bridge  <k  Terminal  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-222) 5{>0 

Atlanta  & West  Point  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Atlanta  Joint  Terminals  (A.  1-147) 537 

Atlanta  Terminal  Co.  (A.  2-147 ) 561 

Atlantic  & St.  Lawrence  Railroad  (A.  2-147 ) 561 

Atlantic  & Yadkin  Railway  (A.  2-147) 561 

Atlantic  Coast  Line  (A.  1-147) 537 

Atlantic  Land  & Improvement  Co.  (A.  1-147  ) 537 

Baltimore  & Ohio  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-501) 598 

Barre  Chelsea  Railroad  (A.  2-147) 561 

Beaumont,  Sour  Lake  & Western  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147,  3-147) 537,  564 

Beaumont  Wharf  & Terminal  Co.  (A.  1-222) 566 

Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Boston  & Maine  Railroad  (A.  2-147) 561 

Boston  Terminal  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway  (A.  1-501) 598 

Carolina,  Chnchfield  & Ohio  Railway  (A.  1-147) 537 

Carolina,  Chnchheld  & Ohio  Railway  of  South  Carolina  (A.  1-147) 537 

Central  Indiana  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Central  New  England  Railway  Co.  (A.  4-222) 570 

Central  of  Georgia  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Central  V'ermont  Railway  (A.  8-222) 597 

Champlain  6c  St.  Lawrence  Raihoad  (A.  2-147) 561 

Charleston  & Western  Carolina  Railway  (A.  1-147) 537 

Charleston  L’nion  Station  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Chicago  6c  Eastern  Illinois  Railroad  (A.  1-501) 598 

Chicago,  Burlington  & Quincy  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-501) 598 

Chicago,  Detroit  6c  Canada  Grand  Trunk  Junction  Railroad  (A.  2-147) 561 

Chicago,  Kalamazoo  6c  Saginaw  Railway  Co.  (A.  4-222,  1-501) 570,  598 

Chicago,  Memphis  & Gulf  Railroad  Co.  .(A.  1-501) 598 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  6c  Gary  Railway  Co.. (A.  2-147,  1-501)...* 561,598 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  6c  St.  Paul  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-501) 598 

Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  A:  Omaha  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

CMcago,  Terre  Haute  6c  Southeastern  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Cincinnati,  Bmmside  6c  Cumberland  River  Railway  Co.  (A.  2-147) 561 

Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  & Texas  Pacific  Railway  Co.  (A.  2-147) 561 

Cincinnati,  Saginaw  6c  ^lackinaw  Railroad  (A.  2-147) 561 

Colorado  6c  Southern  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Columbus  6c  Green\nlle  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Cumberland  6c  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147,  1-501) 537,  598 

Davenport,  Rock  Island  6c  Northwestern  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Dayton  Union  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147  ) 537 

Delaware  6c  Hudson  Co.  (A.  1-147,  1-501) 537,  598 

Denver  Union  Terminal  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Detroit  & Mackinac  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 
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Detroit,  Grand  Haven  & Milwaukee  Railroad  (A.  2-147) 561 

Duluth  & Iron  Range  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Duluth,  Missabe  & Northern  Railway  (."o.  (A.  1-147) 537 

East  St.  Louis  Connecting  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Elgin,  Joliet  & Eastern  Railway  (A.  1-147,  1-501) 537,598 

El  Paso  & Southwestern  System  (A.  5-222) 571 

Florida  East  Coast  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147,  1-501) 537,  598 

Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad  (A.  1-147) 537 

Fort  Worth  & Denver  City  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-222) 566 

Fort  Worth  Pelt  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Galveston,  Harrisburg  & San  Antonio  Railway  Co.  (A.  4-222 ), 570 

Georgia,  Florida  & Alabama  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Georgia  Railroad  (A.  1-147) 537 

Georgia  Southern  & Florida  Railway  Co.  (A.  2-147) 561 

Grand  Trunk  Railway  System  (Lines  in  U.  S.)  (A.  2-147,  1-501 ) 537,  598 

Grand  Trunk  Western  Railway  (A.  2-147) 561 

Gulf  Coast  Lines  (A.  4-222) 570 

Gulf,  Colorado  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-222) 566 

Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147).: 537 

Harriman  & Northeastern  Railroad  Co.  (A.  2-147) 561 

Houston  & Shreveport  Railroad  Co.  (A,  4-222) 570 

Houston  & Texas  Central  Railroad  Co.  (A.  4-222) 570 

Houston  Belt  & Terminal  Railway  Co.  (A.  3-147,  4-222) 564,  570 

Houston,  East  & West  Texas  Railway  Co.  (A.  4-222) 570 

Iberia  & Vermillion  Railroad  Co.  (A.  4-222) 570 

Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-501) 598 

Jacksonville  Terminal  Co.  (A.  1-147,  1-501). 537,  598 

Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Railway  Co.  of  Texas  (A.  1-147) 537 

Kansas  City  Southern  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-501) 598 

Kansas  City  Terminal  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-222) 566 

Kansas,  Oklahoma  & Gulf  Railway  Co.  (A.  i-147) 537 

Kentucky  & Indiana  Terminal  Railroad  Co.  (A.  2-147) 561 

Keokuk  Union  Depot  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Lake  Superior  & Ishpeming  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Lehigh  & Hudson  River  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Lewiston  & Auburn  Railroad  (A.  2-147) 561 

. Lorain  & West  Virginia  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147,  4-222) 537,  570 

Louisiana  & Arkansas  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Louisiana  Southern  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Louisiana  Western  Railroad  Co.  (A.  4-222) 570 

Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co.  (A.  9-222). 597 

Louisville,  Henderson  & St.  Louis  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Manistique  & Lake  Superior  Railroad  Co.  (A.  3-147) 564 

Memphis  Union  Station  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Michigan  Air  Line  Railway  (A.  2-147  j 561 

Midland  Valley  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147,  1-222) 537.  566 

Minnesota  Transfer  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147). 537 

Mississippi  Central  Railroad  Co.  (A.  2-147) 561 

Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Montpelier  & Wells  River  Railroad  (A.  2-147) 561 

Morgan's  Louisiana  & Texas  Railroad  & Steamship  Co.  (A.  4-222) 570 

Munising,  Marquette  & Southeastern  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Natchez  & Louisiana  Railway  Transfer  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Natchez  & Southern  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

New  Iberia  & Northern  Railroad  Co.^  (A.  3-147) 564 

New  Orleans  & Northeastern  Railroad  Co.  (A.  2-147) 561 

New  Orleans  Terminal  Co.  (A.  2-147) 561 

Nev/  Orleans,  Texas  & Mexico  Railway  Co.  (A.  3-147) 564 

New  Vork,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

New  York,  Ncav  Haven  & Hartford  Railroad  Co.  (A.  2-222,  1-501) 567,  598 

Norfolk  & Portsmouth  Belt  Line  Railroad  (A.  3-147) 564 

Norfolk  Southern  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Northern  Alabama  Railway  Co.  (A.  2-147) 561 

Ogden  Union  Railway  and  Depot  Co.  (A.  1-147) , 537 

Orange  & Northwestern  Railroad  Co.  (A.  3-147) 564 
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Oregon  Electric  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147,  7-222) 537,  596 

Oregon  Trunk  Railway  (A.  1-147,  7-222) 537,  596 

Panhandle  & Santa  Fe  Railroad  (A.  1-222) 566 

Pennsylvania  System  (A.  1-501) 598 

Peoria  & Pekin  Union  Raihvay  Co.  (A.  1-147,  1-222) 537,  566 

Pere  Marquette  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-222) 566 

Phttsburg  & Shawmut  Railroad  Co.  (A.  2-147,  9-222) 561,  597 

Pittsburg,  Shawmut  & Northern  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Pontiac,  Oxford  & Northern  Railroad  ( A.  2-147) 561 

Pullman  Co.  (A,  2-147) 561 

Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Richmond  Terminal  Railroad  Co.  ( A.  1-147) 537 

Rio  Grande,  El  Paso  & Santa  Fe  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-222) 566 

St.  Clair  Terminal  Railroad  (A.  2-147) 561 

St.  Johns  River  Terminal  Co.  (A.  2-147) 561 

St.  Johnsbury  & Lake  Champlain  Railroad  (A.  2-147) 561 

St.  Joseph  Belt  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

St.  Joseph  Terminal  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

St.  Louis,  Brownsville  & Mexico  Railway  Co.  (A.  3-147) 564 

St.  Louis  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  Railway  Co.  ( A.  1-147) 537 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.  of  Texas  (A.  1-147) 537 

St.  Louis  Transfer  Railway  Co."(A.  1-147) 537 

St.  Paul  Bridge  & Terminal  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

St.  Paul  Union  Depot  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Tennessee  Central  Railroad  Co.  (A.  7-222) 596 

Terminal  Railroad  Association  of  St.  Louis  (A.  1-147) 537 

Texas  & New  Orleans  Railroad  Co.  (A.  4-222) 570 

Texas  & Pacific  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147,  1-222) 537,  566 

Toledo  Division  of  the  Baltimore  & Ohio  (A.  1-147) 537 

Toledo,  Peoria  & Western  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Toledo,  Saginaw  & Muskegon  Railroad  (A.  2-147) 561 

Toledo  Terminal  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Trans-Mississippi  Terminal  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Trinity  & Brazos  Valley  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Lister  & Delaware  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Union  Depot  Co.  (Columbus,  Ohio)  (A.  1-147) 537 

Union  Railway  Co.  (Memphis,  Tenn.)  (A.  1-147) 537 

United  States  & Canada  Railroad  (A.  2-147) 561 

Vermont  Valley  Railroad  (A.  2-147) 561 

Vicksburg,  Shreveport  & Pacific  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147.  4-222, 1-501) . 537,  570,  598 

Virginian  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Washington  Terminal  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Weatherford,  Mineral  Wells  & Northwestern  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-147) 537 

Western  Railway  of  Alabama  (A.  1-147) 537 

Wheeling  & Lake  Erie  Railway  Co.  ( A.  1-147,  4-222) 537,  570 

AVichita  Valley  Railway  Co.  (A.  1-222) 566 

Yazoo  & Mississippi  Valley  Railroad  Co.  (A.  1-501) 59S 

York  Haibor  & Beach  Railroad  (A.  2-147) 561 

Classes  of  Employees  Added  to  Decisions : 

Floating  equipment  employees  (A.  1-147) 537 

Foreman,  car  repairer  (A.  1-215) 565 

Foreman,  roundhouse  (A.  1-215) 565 

Laundry  workers  (A.  1-147) 537 

Miscellaneous  employees  (A.  1-147) 537 

Restaurant  employees  (A.  1-147) 537 

Telegraph  lineman  (A.  1-215) 565 

Dining-car  employees  (A.  1-147) 537 

Modification  of  Decisions: 

Deci.sion  No.  119 — 

Effective  date  changed — 

Addendum  No.  2,  July  1,  1921  (A.  2-119) 535 

Overtime,  basis  for  computing  (A.  2-119) 535 

09915°— 22 56 
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Modification  of  Decisions — Continued. 

Decision  No.  147 — 

Effective  date  changed — Page 

Addendum  No.  3,  October  16,  1921  (A.  3-147) .564 

Railroad  Administration  rules,  continuation  of  (A.  2-119) 535 

Decision  No.  215 — 

Effective  date  changed — 

Addendum  No.  1,  October  1,  1921  (A.  1-215) 565 

Decision  No.  218 — 

Secret  ballot  for  election  of  representatives  (A.  1-218) 566 

Decision  No.  222 — 

Effective  date  changed — • 

Addendum  No.  1,  September  16,  1921  (A.  1-222) 566 

Addendum  No.  2,  October  1,  1921  (A.  2-222) 567 

Addendum  No.  3,  October  16,  1921  (A.  3-222) 567 

Addendum  No.  4,  October  16,  1921  (A.  4-222) 570 

Addendum  No.  5,  November  16,  1921  (A.  5-222) 571 

Addendum  No.  6,  December  1,  1921  (A.  6-222) 571 

Addendum  No.  7,  December  1,  1921  (A.  7-222) 596 

Addendum  No.  8,  December  16,  1921  (A.  8-222) 597 

Addendum  No.  9,  January  1,  1922  (A.  9-222) 597 

Decision  No.  501 — 

Effective  date  changed— 

Addendum  No.  1,  January  1,  1922  (A.  1-501) 598 

Organizations  Added  as  Parties  to  Decisions: 

Bridge,  Structural,  and  Ornamental  Iron  Workers,  International  Associa- 
tion of  (A.  2-147) 561 

Conductors,  Brotherhood  of  Dining  Car  (A.  1-147) 537 

Engineers,  International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  (A.  1-119) 535 

Firemen,  National  Order  of  Locomotive  (A.  1-119) 535 

Mechanics,  Helpers,  Laborers,  and  Freight  Handlers,  National  Association 

of  Railway  (A.  1-119) 535 

Railroad  Workers,  American  Federation  of  (A.  1-119) 535 

Railway  Men’s  International  Benevolent  Industrial  Association  (A.  1-119) . 535 

Station  Agents,  Order  of  Railroad  (A.  1-119) 535 

Station  Employees,  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  (A.  1-119) 535 

Telegraphers,  Dispatchers,  Agents,  and  Signalmen,  Order  of  Railroad 

(A.  1-119) 535 

Trainmen,  Association  of  Colored  Railway  (A.  1-119) 535 

Trainmen,  National  Federation  of  Railway  (A,  1-119) 535 

Yardmasters  of  America,  Railroad  (A.  1-119) 535 


Rules  Added  to  Decisions  Rendered : 
Additional  rules  governing — 

Shop  craft  employees  (A.  3-222,  6-222) 


567,  571 
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INTERPRETATIONS  INDEXED  BY  SUBJECTS. 

[Note. — Figures  shown  in  parentheses  at  the  end  of  subjects  refer  to  interpretation 
and  decision  numbers,  e.  g.  “(In.  1-119)”  following  the  index  reference  to  “Nego- 
tiations, how  conducted,”  refers  to  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  119.] 

Disputes,  Method  of  Handling:  Page. 

Negotiations,  how  conducted  (In.  1-119) 609 

Labor  Board  Decisions,  Interpretation  of: 

Decision  No.  2 — 

Article  II,  section  6 (In.  15-2) 603 

Article  III,  section  1 (In.  21-2) 608 

Article  III,  section  2 (In.  21-2) 608 

Article  III,  section  3 (In.  21-2) 608 

Article  VI  (In.  20-2,  22-2) 606,  608 

Article  VI,  section  I (In.  16-2) 603 

Article  VI,  section  2 (In.  16-2) 603 

Article  VI,  section  2 (In.  18-2) 604 

Article  XII  (In.  21-2) 608 

Article  XIII,  section  1 (In.  19-2) 605 

Decision  No.  119 — 

Provisions  of  decision  (In.  1-119,  2-119,  3-119,  4-119,  5-119) 609, 

609,  610,  610,  610 

Addendum  No.  2 (In.  1 to  A.  2-119) 612 

Rates  of  Pay : 

Application  of  increases  to — 

Chore  boys  (In.  15-2) 603 

Deadhead  service  (In.  16-2) 603 

Employees  leaving  ser^dce  prior  to  July  20,  1920  (In.  19-2) 605 

Employees  under  18  years  of  age  (In.  15-2) 603 

Guarantees  in  passenger  service  (In.  22-2) 608 

Labor  foremen  (In.  21-2) 608 

Local  freight  service  differentials  (In.  17-2) 604 

Messengers  (In.  15-2) 603 

Nevada  Northern  Railway  Co.’s  employees  (In.  20-2) 606 

Ofhce  boys  (In.  15-2) 603 

Passenger  service  (In.  22-2) 608 

Santa  Fe  type  locomotives  (In.  18-2) 604 

Station  attendants  (In.  15-2) 603 

Supervisory  forces  (In.  21-2) 608 

Overtime — 

Basis  for  computing  July  1 to  August  15,  1921  (In.  1 to  A.  2-119) 612 

How  applied  under  Addendum  2 to  Decision  119  (In.  1 to  A.  2-119). . . 612 

Representation  Rights : 

Selection  of  representatives  (In.  3-II9) 610 

Rules  and  Working  Conditions: 

Agreements — 

Conductors’  agreement  not  terminated  by  Decision  119  (In.  2-119) 609 

Engineers’  agreement  not  terminated  by  Decision  119  (In.  2-119) 609 

Firemen’s  agreement  not  terminated  by  Decision  119  (In.  2-119) 609 
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Rules  and  Working  Conditions — ( ontiniied . 

Agreements — Continued.  Page- 

Notice  required  before  change  is  made  (In.  2-119,  4-119  ) 609,  610 

KScope  of  (In.  5-119) 610 

Trainmen’s  agreement  not  terminated  by  Decision  119  (In.  2-119) 609 

Telegraphers’  agreement  not  terminated  by  Decision  119  (In.  4-119). . . 610 

Termination  of,  not  applicable  to  certain  employees  ( In.  2-119, 4-119).  609.  610 

With  whom  negotiated  (In.  3-119,  5-119) 610, 610 

Yardmen’s  agreement  not  terminated  by  Decision  119  ( In.  2-119  ) 609 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules  (In.  1-119) 609 
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A.  AXNOUXCEMEXTS. 


Announcements  of  the  Labor  Board : 

Carriers'  request  to  terminate  existing  rules  denied „ , „ 617 

Hearings  on  rules  discontinued 617 

B.  COURT  DECISIOXS. 

Cases  Cited : 

Birmingham  Trust  & Sa^inge  Co.  v.  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Rail- 
way (271  F.,  731) 625 

Birmingham  Trust  & Savings  Co.  v.  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Rail- 
way (271  F.,  743j 634 

St.  Louis  LTnion  Trust  Co.  r.  Missouri  & North  Arkansas  Railroad  (270  F., 

796 j 623 

Courts  Issuing  Decisions: 

United  States  District  Courts — 

Arkansas,  Eastern  Division 623 

Georgia,  Northern  Division 625,  634 

Subjects  Covered  by  Court  Decisions: 

Railroad  Labor  Board,  jurisdic-tion  of — 

Carriers  in  hands  of  receivers 625 

Rates  of  pay — 

Receiver’s  right  to  change  wages  fixed  by  Labor  Board 623,  625,  634 

Striking  employees  forfeit  right  to  hearing  on 634 

Strikes — 

Right  to  hearing  of  employees  on 634 

Transportation  Act,  1920 — 

Penalty  under  section  312,  application  of 623 


C.  REGULATIONS. 


Regulations  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission: 

Nominations,  supplement  to  regulations  governing 637 

Regulations  of  the  Labor  Board : 

Application  for  decisions — 

Joint  submissions  urged 641 

Number  of  copies  furnished  Labor  Board 641 

Time  limit  for  filing  defense 641 


D.  DECISIOXS  OF  THE  ADJUSTMENT  BOARDS. 


WESTERN  REGION,  TRAIN  SERVICE. 

[Note. — Figures  shown  in  parentheses  at  end  of  subjects  refer  to  adjustment  board  decision 
numbers,  e.  g.  "(Dn.  37),”  following  the  index  reference  to  “Cancellation  of  runs  while  away 
from  home  terminal,”  refers  to  adjustment  board  Decision  No.  37.] 


Abolishment  of  Positions : 

Cancellation  of  runs  while  away  from  home  terminal  (Dn.  37) 706 

Hostlers  at  helper  station  (Dn.  35) 701 
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Assignment  of  Runs : Page. 

Employee  not  available  for  work  (Dn.  14) 655 


Chicago  Joint  Agreement : 

Number  of  crews  to  be  assigned  (Dn.  52) 749 

Reduction  of  crews  (Dn.  34) 699 

Classification  of  Positions  and  Rates : 

Switchtenders  (Dn.  26) 683 

Deadhead  Service: 

Method  of  computing  pay  (Dn.  47) 738 

On  request  of  carrier  (Dn.  7) 649 

Discipline : 

Dismissals — 

Gallets,  J.  A.  (Dn.  22) 675 

Hamilton,  C.  H.  (Dn.  30) 695 

White,  W.  B.  (Dn.  6) 647 

Suspensions — 

Manning,  Fireman  (Dn.  44) 728 

Servis,  S.  S.  (Dn.  51) 748 

Held  Away  from  Home  Terminal : 

Home  terminal  of  made-up  crew  (Dn.  11) 652 

Use  of  “pay  period  ” as  “service  period  ” (Dn.  47) 738 

Helper  Service: 

Method  of  computing  pay  (Dn.  42) 721 

Taking  engine  to  terminal  for  repairs  (Dn.  45,  53) 732,  752 


Hours  of  Service : 

Beginning  and  ending  of  day  (Dn.  1) 642 

Local  Freight  Service: 

Definition  of  (Dn.  18) 665 

Pilots  on  Passenger  Trains: 

Conductor,  right  to  (Dn.  27) 687 

Rates  of  Pay : 

Application  of  General  Order  No.  27 — 

Engine  foremen  and  helpers,  rates  for  (Dn.  46) 737 

Application  of  Labor  Board  decisions — 

Decision  No.  2 (Dn.  31,  32) 696,  697 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  for — 

Brakemen  in  passenger  service  (Dn.  50) 744 

Cancellation  of  runs  while  away  from  home  terminal  (Dn.  37) 706 

Conductors  in  passenger  service  (Dn.  49) 741 

Deadheading  (Dn.  7) 649 

Engine  herder  (Dn.  28) 689 

Held  away  from  home  terminal  (Dn.  11) 652 

Helper  service  (Dn.  42) 721 

Locomotives,  new  type  (Dn.  2) 643 

Mixed  train  service  (Dn.  24) 677 

Picking  up  and  setting  out  cars  en  route  (Dn.  18) 665 

Runarounds  (Dn.  5,  8,  9,  13,  17,  19,  23,40). 646,  650,  651,  654,  663,  667,  676,  713 

Side  trip  from  junction  point  (Dn.  43) 725 

Taking  engine  to  terminal  for  repairs  (Dn.  38,  45,  53) 708,  732,  752 

Turnaround  service  (Dn.  4,  10,  12) 646,  651,  653 

Work  train  service  (Dn.  48) 739 


Overtime — 

After  arrival  at  terminal  (Dn.  1) 642 

Putting  train  away  at  terminal  (Dn.  16) 661 
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Rules  and  Working  Conditions: 

New  rules  declined  relating  to — Page. 

Filling  water  cars  en  route  (Dn.  36) 703 

Rebrassing  cars  en  route  (Dn.  36) 703 

Runarounds : 

Crew  from  another  district  used  (Dn.  5) 646 

Increase  of  assignments  to  freight  board  (Dn.  13) 654 

In  yard  after  being  called  (Dn.  23) 676 

Loading  stock  at  terminal  (Dn.  17,  19) 663,  667 

Made-up  crew  used  out  of  home  terminal  (Dn.  9) 651 

Not  called  in  regular  turn  (Dn.  40) , 713 

Use  of  extra  man  to  fill  second  vacancy  (Dn.  8) 650 

Seniority  Rights : 

Brakeman  laying  off,  rights  of  (Dn.  25) 681 

Conductor  to  work  extra,  right  of  (Dn.  15) 657 

Firemen  displacing  hostlers  (Dn.  41) 716 

Temporary  vacancy  of  yardmaster  (Dn.  20) 668 

Temporary  vacancy  of  assistant  yardmaster  (Dn.  29) 692 

Tie-ups : 

Intermediate  points,  at  (Dn.  33,  39) 698,  710 

Turnaround  Service: 

Combination  freight  and  passenger  runs  (Dn.  12) 653 

Method  of  computing  pay  (Dn.  4,  10) 646,  651 

Withdrawal  of  Application  for  Decision: 

Joint  request  for  withdrawal  (Dn.  6) 647 

Work-Train  Service: 

Method  of  computing  pay  (Dn.  48) 739 

Taking  engine  to  terminal  for  repairs  (Dn.  38) 708 

E.  ORDERS  IN  RE:  DOCKETS. 

Docket  404 : 

Vacation  of  decision  denied 755 

Strike,  memorandum  in  re,  threatened 767 
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CUMULATIVE  INDEX»DIGEST. 


A.  DIGEST  OF  DECISIONS. 

[Each  paragraph  is  numbered  consecutively  for  the  purpose  of  making  an  index  reference;  numbers  so 
used  have  no  relation  to  any  numbers  used  in  connection  with  decision.  The  reference  “(I.  R.  L.  B.,  13)" 
following  the  subcaption  ‘‘  la.  McHugh  et  al.  v.  Carriers,”  indicates  Vol.  I,  Railroad  Labor  Board  De- 
cisions, p.  No.  13.] 

la.  McHugh  et  al.  v.  Carriers.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  13.) 

Application  for  hearing  made  after  employees  had  left  the  service  of  the  carriers. 
DecMed:  That  applicants  were  not  adopting  eveiy  available  means  to  avoid 
interruption  to  the  operation  of  the  carriers,  and  that  no  showing  was  made  that 
applicants  were  employees  of  any  carrier.  Application  dismissed.  (Decision 
No.  1.) 

2a.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  13.) 

Request  for  increased  wages  and  changes  in  rules  and  working  conditions. 
Decided:  That  certain  increases  in  wages  shall  be  added  to  the  rates  established 
by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  and  that 
no  changes  shall  be  made  in  the  rules,  regulations,  and  working  conditions  now 
in  effect.  (Decision  No.  2.) 

*<a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  et  al.  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  29.) 

Request  for  wage  increase  and  changes  in  rules  and  working  conditions.  De- 
cided: That  certain  increases  in  wages  should  be  added  to  the  rates  of  pay  in 
effect  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920,  and  that  consideration  of  request  for  changes 
in  rules,  regulations,  and  working  conditions  be  deferred.  (Decision  No.  3.) 

4a.  Lighter  Captains’  Union,  Local  996,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.,  v.  Baltimore  & Ohio 
Railroad  System  et  al.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  33.) 

Request  for  wage  increase  for  lighter  captains  of  nonself-propelled  railroad -oper- 
ated lighters  and  covered  barges  in  the  port  of  New  York.  Decided:  That  certain 
increases  in  wages  shall  be  added  to  the  rates  in  effect  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920. 
By  mutual  consent  of  the  parties  to  the  dispute,  no  consideration  was  given  to 
changes  in  rules  and  working  conditions.  (Decision  No.  4.) 

5a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  et  al.  v.  Bangor  & Aroostook  Railroad.  (I,  R. 
L.  B.,  35.) 

Request  for  wage  increase  and  changes  in  rules  and  working  conditions.  De- 
cided: That  certain  increases  in  wages  shall  be  added  to  the  rates  established  by  or 
under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration,  and  that  no 
changes  shall  be  made  in  the  rules,  regulations,  and  working  conditions  now  in 
effect.  (Decision  No.  5.) 

6a.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  International  & Great  Northern 
Railway.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  40.) 

Application  for  reinstatement  of  train  dispatcher  with  pay  for  time  lost.  Decided: 
That  train  dispatcher  failed  to  observe  current  operating  rules.  Request  of 
employees  denied.  (Decision  No.  6.) 

7a.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  International  & Great  Northern 
Railway.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  40.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  train  dispatcher  wdth  p.ay  for  time  lost.  Decided: 
That  train  dispatcher  w'as  relieved  from  duty  with  instructions  to  report  to 
superintendent,  and,  failing  to  do  so  and  accepting  service  with  another  carrier, 
he  automatically  terminated  his  service  with  the  International  & Great  Northern 
Railway.  Request  for  reinstatement  to  service  denied.  (Decision  No.  7.) 
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8a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad.  (I,  R,  L. 
B.,  40.) 

Dispute  in  connection  with  bulletined  position  which  had  not  been  awarded 
to  employee  holding  seniority.  Decided:  That  on  the  e\ddence  submitted,  the 
employee  involved  had  sufficient  fitness  and  ability  to  justify  an  opportunity 
to  qualify  for  the  position  in  accordance  vdth  rule  10  of  the  national  agreement. 
(Decision  No.  8.) 

9a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  4i.) 

Request  of  freight  office  employees  for  annual  vacation  with  pay.  Decided: 
That  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order  No.  27  and  interpretations  thereto,  and 
the  national  agreement  between  the  Director  General  of  Railroads  and  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  h'reight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees  do. not  change  past  practice  in  regard  to  vacations.  Request  of 
employees  denied.  (Decision  No.  9.) 

10a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co. 
(West  of  Buffalo).  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  41.) 

Request  for  rule  to  cover  deadhead  ser\ice.  Decided:  That  one-half  pay  shall 
be  allowed,  except  for  freight  trains,  on  which  full  pay  shall  be  allowmd.  If 
not  used  out  of  terminal  within  six  hours  after  arrival,  one  day’s  pay  shall  be 
allowed.  Time  for  deadheading  on  freight  trains  to  commence  when  required  to 
report  for  duty.  (Decision  No.  10.) 

11a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  C% 
(West  of  Buffalo).  (I,  R.  L.  B.;  42.) 

(1)  Request  for  new  method  of  computing  compensation  covering  switching  at 
final  terminal.  (2)  Request  for  additional  compensation  for  handling  passenger 
equipment  trains.  (3)  Request  for  additional  compensation  for  time  after  engine 
is  placed  on  designated  track  at  terminal.  Decided:  That  no  change  shall  be  made 
at  this  time.  (Decision  No.  11.) 

12a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (I,  R.  L,  B.,  42.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  chief  clerk  with  pay  for  time  lost.  Decided: 
That  employee  in  question  did  not  exercise  proper  supervision  over  the  affairs 
of  the  office,  and  was  generally  neglectful  and  careless  in  the  performance  of  the 
duties  of  the  position.  Request  of  employee  denied.  (Decision  No.  12.) 

13a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  43.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  wdth  pay  for  time  lost.  Decided:  That  employee 
in  question  was  careless,  neglectful,  and  indifferent  in  the  performance  of  his 
duties.  Request  for  reinstatement  denied.  (Decision  No.  13.) 

14a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  43.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  wdth  pay  for  time  lost  account  alleged  irregularity 
in  handling  checks  and  accounts.  Decided:  That  the  employee  in  question  was 
generally  careless  and  neglectful  in  the  performance  of  his  duties.  Request  for 
reinstatement  denied.  (Decision  No.  14.) 

15a.  Petition  of  the  Abilene  & Southern  Railway  for  Rehearing  on  Decision  No.  2. 
(I,  R.  L.  B.,  43.) 

Application  for  rehearing  on  Decision  No.  2.  Decided:  That  the  records 
of  the  Labor  Board  show  the  petitioner  to  have  been  properly  (-ertified  for  hearing, 
and  that  no  protest  had  been  made  by  the  Abilene  & Southern  Railway  or  by 
anyone  in  its  behalf  prior  to  the  publication  of  Decision  No.  2.  Petition  for  re- 
hearing denied.  (Decision  No.  15.) 


CUMULATIVE  INDEX-DIGEST. 


893 


16a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (I,  R.  L.  B., 
44.) 

Demotion  of  clerk,  account  of  alleged  failure  to  qualify  for  the  position  of 
junior  division  clerk  in  accordance  with  rule  10  of  the  Clerk’s  National  Agreement. 
Decided:  That  employee  failed  to  report  for  duty  at  the  expiration  of  leave  of  ab- 
sence, and  thereby  automatically  separated  himself  from  the  service  of  the  carrier. 
Request  of  employee  denied.  (Decision  No.  16.) 

17a.  Petition  of  the  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  for  Rehearing  on  Decision 
No.  2.  (I,  R.  L,  B.,  44.) 

Application  for  rehearing  on  Decision  No.  2.  Decided:  That  the  Labor  Board 
is  not  inclined  to  reopen  a decision  after  it  has  held  a public  hearing  on  the  dispute 
involved  and  published  a decision  thereon.  Application  denied.  (Decision 
No.  17) 

18a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  45.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  employee  with  pay  for  time  lost.  Decided:  That 
employee  in  question  abstracted  from  the  superintendent’s  record  room  certain 
papers  which  were  a part  of  the  records  of  the  carrier.  Request  for  reinstatement 
of  employee  denied.  (Decision  No.  18.) 

19a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  (Texas  Lines).  (I,  R.  L. 
B.,  45.) 

Request  for  pay  for  time  lost  due  to  sickness.  Decided:  That  in  the  absence  of 
a rule  in  the  existing  agreement  relative  to  allowance  of  pay  for  time  lost  by  a cler- 
ical employee  of  the  Houston  general  shops  due  to  sickness  the  earner  is  the  judge 
as  to  whether  such  allowance  should  be  made.  Request  denied.  (Decision  No.  19.) 

26a.  National  Organization  Masters^  Mates  and  Pilots  of  America  et  al.  v.  North- 
western Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et  al.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  46.) 

Request  for  wage  increase  for  employees  on  railroad  operated  floating  equip- 
ment in  the  port  of  San  Francisco.  Decided:  That  the  wages  in  effect  are  just  and 
reasonable.  Request  denied.  (Decision  No.  20.) 

21a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  46.) 

Claim  of  engineer  and  fireman  for  refund  of  money  deducted  from  their  pay  to 
cover  alleged  overpayments  allowed  for  excess  mileage  for  service  performed  in 
operating  rotary  snowplow.  Decided:  That  payment  for  operating  rotary  snow- 
plow shall  be  made  in  the  same  manner  as  the  engine  crew  which  was  used  to  push 
the  plow.  Claim  of  employees  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  21.) 

22a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Denver  & Sait  Lake  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  47.) 

( 'laim  of  engineer,  fireman,  conductor,  and  brakeman  for  refund  of  money  de- 
ducted from  their  pay  to  cover  alleged  overpayments  allowed  for  time  tied  up  in 
the  previous  month.  Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  unassigned  snowplow  service 
has  heretofore  been  paid  under  freight  rules,  the  precedent  thus  established  shall 
not  be  changed.  Claim  of  employees  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  22.) 

23a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  47.) 

Claim  of  conductor  and  brakemen  for  refund  of  money  deducted  from  their  pay 
account  ruling  of  the  carrier  which  placed  unassigned  snowplow  service  in  same 
category  as  work-train  ser\ice.  Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  unassigned  snowplow 
service  has  heretofore  been  paid  under  freight  rules,  the  precedent  thus  estab- 
lished shall  not  be  changed.  Claim  of  employees  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  23.) 
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24a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  48.) 

Claim  of  conductors  and  brakemen  for  runaround  account  regular  freight  crew 
assigned  to  another  district  being  used  in  temporary  or  unassigned  snowplow 
service  on  the  district  to  which  the  men  mentioned  were  assigned.  Decided: 
That  inasmuch  as  unassigned  snowplow  service  has  heretofore  been  paid  under 
rules  applicable  to  through-freight  service,  claim  of  the  employees  is  sustained. 
(Decision  No.  24.) 

25a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  49.) 

Claim  of  conductors  and  brakemen  for  runaround  account  yard  crew  being  sent 
out  on  main  line  to  bring  section  men  to  terminal.  Decided:  That  yard  crew  was 
used  in  case  of  emergency  within  meaning  of  rule  governing  case.  Claim  denied. 
(Decision  No.  25.) 

26a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v,  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  49.) 

Claim  of  conductors  and  brakemen,  regularly  assigned  to  passenger  service, 
for  pay  for  time  lost  due  to  termination  of  their  assignment  by  the  earner.  Decided: 
That  service  was  discontinued  by  proper  notification.  Claim  of  employees  de- 
nied. (Decision  No.  26.) 

27a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  50.) 

Claim  of  conductor  and  brakemen,  regularly  assigned  to  passenger  service,  for 
pay  from  April  15  to  25,  1920,  covering  a period  of  time  when  no  trains  were  run 
account  snow  blockade.  Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  the  assignments  of  these 
employees  had  not  been  canceled  until  April  26,  1920,  claim  of  the  employees  is 
sustained.  (Decision  No.  27.) 

28a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  51.) 

Claim  for  time  lost  by  brakemen  assigned  to  regular  crew  while  waiting  for  the 
conductor  to  report  for  work.  Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  these  employees  were 
not  called  in  their  regular  turn,  they  are  entitled  to  such  runarounds  as  ocemTed 
after  they  reported  for  service.  (Decision  No.  28.) 

29a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  51.) 

Claim  of  engineer  and  fireman  for  continuous  time  while  tied  up  at  a station 
where  on  this  occasion  eating  and  sleeping  accommodations  could  not  be  secured. 
Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  eating  and  sleeping  accommodations  could  ordinarily 
be  secured  at  this  station,  the  claim  of  the  employees  for  continuous  time  is  de- 
nied. (Decision  No.  29.) 

30a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  51.) 

Claim  for  time  under  the  provisions  of  a rule  which  provides  for  payment  to 
crews  for  time  tied  up  at  a station  where  it  w^as  alleged  that  eating  and  sleeping 
accommodations  could  not  be  secured.  Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  eating  and 
sleeping  accommodations  can  ordinarily  be  secm’ed  at  the  station  in  question 
claim  for  time  held  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  30.) 

31a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  52.) 

Controversy  with  regard  to  abolishing  a freight  terminal.  Decided:  That  the 
carrier  was  within  its  rights  in  abolishing  Denver  and  establishing  Tolland  as  a 
freight  terminal.  Contention  of  employees  denied.  (Decision  No.  31.) 

32a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Interstate  Railroad  Co.  (I, 
R.  L.  B.,  52.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  with  pay  for  time  lost  for  employees  dismissed 
account  being  absent  without  permission.  Decided:  That  the  Labor  Board  did 
not  have  jurisdiction  of  the  dispute,  due  to  the  fact  that  it  occurred  before  the 
passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920.  (Decision  No.  32.) 
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33a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Spokane  & Eastern  Railway  & 
Power  Co.  (Inland  Empire  R.  R.)  et  al.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  53.) 

Question  of  jurisdiction  of  the  Labor  Board  over  interurban  electric  railways 
not  operating  as  a part  of  a general  steam  railroad  system  of  transportation.  De- 
cided: That  the  Labor  Board  has  no  jurisdiction  over  any  of  the  carriers  named 
in  this  decision.  Application  for  further  hearing  dismissed.  (Decision  No.  3.3.) 

34a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  58.) 

Controversy  over  proper  application  of  rules  which  the  employees  claim  pro- 
vide a guarantee  in  mine-run  service  at  all  stations  where  such  service  is  main- 
tained. Decided:  That  the  rules  ^in  question  clearly  provide  a guarantee  of  100 
miles,  or  one  day’s  pay,  for  eacK  calendar  day  no  ser\dce  is  begim  by  assigned 
crew  in  mine-run  service,  and  makes  no  exception  or  reference  to  any  particular 
station.  Ride  applies  to  all  stations  and  claim  of  employees  is  sustained. 
(Decision  No.  34.) 

35a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  58.) 

Claim  for  pay  at  passenger  rates  for  time  lost  by  conductor  while  waiting  for 
his  caboose  after  he  had  filled  a temporary  vacancy  in  regular  passenger  service. 
Decided:  That  conductor  is  entitled  to  pay  for  regular  passenger  service  while 
awaiting  arrival  of  his  caboose  at  terminal  when  he  was  permitted  to  resume 
duty.  Tbis  decision  shall  not  be  applied  to  any  date  prior  to  date  of  this  specific 
claim.  (Decision  No.  35.) 

36a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Rail- 
road Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  59.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  and  pay  for  time  lost  by  fireman  who  had  been  dis- 
missed by  the  carrier  for  refusing  service  when  requested  to  make  an  extra  helper 
trip.  Decided:  That  employee  acted  within  his  rights  by  giving  timely  notice  of 
a desire  for  rest.  Request  for  reinstatement  with  pay  for  time  lost  is  sustained. 
(Decision  No.  36.) 

37a.  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co. 
(West  of  Buffalo),  and  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  v.  New  York 
Central  Railroad  Co.  (West  of  Buffalo).  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  60.) 

Question  of  jurisdictional  dispute  between  the  American  Federation  of  Rail- 
road Workers  and  the  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  based  on  con- 
flicting agreements  governing  car  department  employees.  Both  organizations 
claim  their  respective  agreement  should  govern.  Decided:  That  both  agreements 
shall  be  considered  in  effect  as  covering  the  employees  represented  respectively 
by  these  two  organizations.  (Decision  No.  37.) 

38a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  61.) 

Question  of  seniority  rights  of  matrons  under  the  provdsions  of  the  Clerks’ 
National  Agreement.  Decided:  That  the  position  in  question  is  not  within  the 
exceptions  shown  in  mle  1,  Article  I,  of  the  Clerks’  National  Agreement.  Em- 
ployee shall  be  allowed  to  exercise  rights  within  the  seniority  district  in  which 
the  position  is  included.  (Decision  No.  38.) 

39a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway  Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  62.) 

Application  of  Clerks’  National  Agreement  to  certain  positions  in  the  general 
office  which  the  carrier  considered  personal  office  force.  Decided:  That  certain 
positions  listed  in  the  decision  shall  be  classified  as  x>ersonal  office  force,  and  that 
others  also  listed  in  the  decision  shall  not  be  so  designated.  (Decision  No.  39.) 

40a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Terminal  Railroad  Association  of  St.  Louis.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  64.) 

Application  of  hostler  helpers’  rate  as  specified  in  Decision  No.  2 to  emploj’^ees 
engaged  in  assisting  inside  hostlers.  DecMed:  That  there  is  nothing  in  the  evidence 
which  would  indicate  that  the  employees  in  question  are  hostler  helpers.  Claim 
of  employees  denied.  (Decision  No.  40.) 
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41a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Hocking  Valley  Railway  Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  65.) 

Claim  for  10  cents  per  hour  increase  made  under  the  provisions  of  Decision 
No.  2 for  certain  coal-bunk  laborers  engaged  in  assisting  bunk  men  in  dumping 
coal  from  cars  to  pit,  rewinding  the  drop  bottoms  of  cars,  cleaning  out  cars,  and 
keeping  premises  clean.  Decided:  That  application  by  the  earner  of  an  8^-cent 
increase  per  hour  was  proper  under  the  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2.  Claim  of 
employees  denied.  (Decision  No.  41.) 

42a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Boston  & Maine  Railroad.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  65.) 

Claim  by  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Rail- 
way Shop  Laborers  for  compensation,  under  the  rules  of  the  national  agTeement 
which  provide  for  the  payment  of  services  performed  outside  of  the  regular  work 
period,  for  employees  who  are  required  to  punch  time  clocks  on  their  own  time. 
Decided:  That  time  consumed  in  punching  clock  is  not  covered  by  rules  in  the 
national  agreement.  Claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  42.) 

43a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad.  (H,  R.  L,  B.,  31.) 

Controversy  regarding  reinstatement  and  30-day  trial  of  diidsion  clerk.  Decided: 
That  employee  should  have  accepted  work  when  reporting,  in  accordance  with 
agreement  referred  to.  Request  for  reinstatement  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  43.) 

44a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  32.) 

Dispute  in  connection  with  bulletined  position  not  awarded  to  employee 
holding  seniority.  Decided:  That  employee  in  question  has  suffioient  fitness  and 
ability;  therefore,  he  should  be  allowed  an  opportunity  to  qualify  for  position  in 
accordance  mth  rule  10  of  the  clerks’  agreement.  (Decision  No.  44.) 

45a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Boston  & Maine  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  32.) 

Dispute  regarding  change  in  date  of  termination  of  pay  roil  week.  Decided: 
That  carrier  is  within  its  rights  in  making  change;  however,  not  applicable  when 
conflicting  with  State  laws.  (Decision  No.  45.) 

46a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  The  New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford  Railroad  Co. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  32.) 

Bulletined  position  not  awarded  to  employee  holding  seniority.  Decided: 
That,  basing  its  decision  on  evidence  submitted  and  investigation  made,  the 
Board  sustains  the  position  of  the  company.  (Decision  No.  46.) 

47a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Rutland  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  33.) 

Application  of  wage  increases  under  Decision  No.  2 to  bridge  and  building 
foremen  paid  a fixed  monthly  salary,  with  no  additional  compensation  for  Sunday 
and  holiday  work  or  overtime.  Decided:  That  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision 
No.  2,  proAdding  that  monthly  increases  should  be  based  on  204  hours  per  month, 
covers  question  in  dispute.  (Decision  No.  47-.) 

48a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Rutland  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  34.) 

Question  as  to  proper  date  to  be  used  as  a basis  in  adding  increases  in  Avages 
under  Decision  No.  2 to  positions  increased  subsequent  to  March  1, 1920.  Decided: 
That  Interpretation  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  2,  providing  that  increases  shall  be 
added  to  rates  in  effect  at  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920,  applies.  (Decision  No.  48.) 

49a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Rutland  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  35.) 

Controversy  regarding  application  section  3,  Article  III,  Decision  No.  2,  main- 
tenance of  certain  differentials  in  rates  of  section  foremen.  Decided:  That  provi- 
sions of  Decision  No.  2 have  been  complied  with,  therefore  Board  can  take  no 
aetion.  Transportation  Act  does  not  prohibit  carriers  from  making  adjustments 
as  herein  referred  to,  when  agreed  upon  by  railroad  and  employees  affected. 
(Decision  No.  49.) 
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50a.  Brotharhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Colorado  & Southern  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  36.) 

Controversy  as  to  rvhat  shall  constitute  seniority  district  in  general  office. 
Decided-  That  each  of  the  classified  departments,  i.  e.,  operating,  accounting, 
and  mechanical,  in  general  office,  shall  constitute  seniority  district.  (Decision 
No.  50.) 

51a.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  International  & Great  Northern 
Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  36.) 

Controversy  as  to  dispatcher’s  compensation  while  absent  account  sickness. 
Decided:  That  claim  is  denied,  inasmuch  as  employee’s  absence  necessitated 
employing  and  paying  some  one,  in  accordance  with  practice  governing  division 
officers.  (Decision  No.  51.) 

52a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  37.) 

Claim  of  yard  crew  for  compensation  account  employees  other  than  assigned 
yardmen  being  used  to  perform  switching  service.  Decided:  That  claim  is  denied. 
Board  decides  management  used  assigned  crew  when  considered  necessary  and 
that  work  performed  by  other  than  assigned  yard  crew  was  in  emergency.  (De- 
cision No.  52.) 

53a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  37.) 

Do  the  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2 require  the  carrier  to  furnish  a list  of  the 
rates  of  pay  as  increased  by  that  decision  and  that  such  list  be  incorporated  in 
the  clerks’  agreement?  Decided:  That  the  rates  of  pay  as  increased  should  become 
a part  of  the  agreement,  but  it  was  not  the  intent  that  a list  of  the  rates  should  be 
compiled  and  incorporated  therein.  (Decision  No.  53.) 

54a.  Brotherhood  of  Dining  and  Sleeping  Car  Employees  Union  v.  Great  Northern 
Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  37.) 

Request  for  increase  in  wages-and  change  in  Avorking  conditions.  Decided: 
The  Board  has  given  careful  consideration  to  the  evidence  submitted  and  decides 
that  the  present  rates  of  pay  and  working  conditions  are  just  and  reasonable. 
(Decision  No.  54.) 

55a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Texas  & Pacific  Railway.  (II 
R.  L.  B.,  38.) 

Request  for  new'  rule  covering  terminal  delay.  Decided:  That  Board  pro- 
mulgate new  rule  which  it  decides  to  be  just  and  reasonable.  (Decision  No.  55.) 

56a.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac 
Railroad  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  39.) 

Question  as  to  proper  compensation  for  terminal  delay  and  s’,vitching  at  ter- 
minals prior  to  the  commencement  of  overtime.  Decided:  Board  decides  that 
present  practice  of  management  is  just  and  reasonable  and  should  be  continued. 
(Decision  No.  56.) 

57a.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac 
Railroad  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  40.) 

Question  as  to  proper  method  of  computing  compensation  on  turnaround 
passenger  service.  Decided:  That  present  practice  of  this  carrier  in  paying  for 
service  in  question  is  just  and  reasonable.  (Decision  No.  57.) 

58a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  41.) 

Question  regarding  the  return  of  extra  gang  foreman  to  position  of  yard  section 
foreman,  from  which  position  he  was  displaced  by  a former  yard  section  foreman 
who  was  temporarily  appointed  as  roadmaster  on  another  territory.  Decided: 
That  in  view  of  the  fact  that  operation  of  the  Salina  Northern  was  only  a temporary 
arrangement,  the  displacement  w'as  proper  and  should  be  allowed  to  stand. 
(Decision  No.  58.) 

99915°— 22 57 


898 


CUMULATIVE  IXDEX-DIGEST. 


59a.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Nor- 
folk & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  41.) 

Was  the  railway  within  its  right  and  did  it  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
Supplement  No.  25  to  General  Order  No.  27  in  changing  a home  terminal?  De- 
cided: Yes.  (Decision  No.  59.) 

60a.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  42.) 

Request  for  reclassification  of  service  which,  if  gi-anted,  would  have  the  effect 
of  increasing  the  present  rates  of  pay  for  “shifter’  ’ and  “mine  run’  ’ service.  De 
cided:  That  present  rule  and  practice  is  just  and  reasonable.  (Decision  No.  60. 

61a.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  42.) 

Controversy  as  to  rate  of  pay  in  branch  line  service.  Decided:  Board  decides 
that  the  railway  has  properly  applied  the  provisions  of  Supplement  No.  16  to 
General  Order  No.  27  to  the  runs  in  branch  line  service.  (Decision  No.  61.) 

62a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  42.) 

Request  that  rate  for  “baggagemen  handling  express,”  section  (a).  Article  I 
of  Supplement  No.  16,  be  incorporated  into  trainmen’s  schedule.  Decided: 
That  claim  of  employees  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  62.) 

63a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  42.) 

Request  for  new  rule  covering  handling  of  baggage  and  joint  baggage  and  ex- 
press. Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  rule  proposed  affects  obligations  _ of  carrier 
and  express  company  under  existing  contract  between  parties,  and  in  Yiew  of 
the  fact  that  express  company  and  employees  were  not  parties  to  the  dispute,  the 
four  parties  concerned  should  confer  with  a view  to  settling  this  controversy. 
(Decision  No.  63.) 

64a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  43.) 

Controversy  over  rule  pertaining  to  “duration  of  agreement.”  Decided:  The 
Board  decides  that  the  rule  agreed  to  by  the  conductors,  as  regulating  relation 
of  time  within  its  scope,  is  just  and  reasonable  and  shall  be  adopted  by  the  train- 
men. (Decision  No.  64.) 

65a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (U,  R. 
L.  B.,  43.) 

Request  for  new  rule  protecting  yard  foreman  who  forfeits  seniority  and  giving 
him  right  to  displace  any  junior  helper  in  yard  service.  Decided:  That  request  is 
denied.  Board  decides  that  the  existing  rule  is  just  and  reasonable  as  regulating 
matter  within  its  scope.  (Decision  No.  65.) 

66a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  44.) 

Request  for  new  rule  governing  vacancies  in  ranks  of  yai’dmen  being  filled 
with  promotable  men.  Decided:  That  request  is  denied.  Board  decides  the 
present  practice  is  just  and  reasonable  as  regulating  the  matter  within  its  scope. 
(Decision  No.  66.) 

67a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  44.) 

Request  for  new  rule  governing  yardmen  riding  cars  on  hump  or  gravity  yards. 
Decided:  Board  decides  present  practice  reasonable  as  regulating  matter  within 
its  scope.  (Decision  No.  67.) 

68a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  44.) 

Request  for  new  rule  giving  preference  to  partially  disabled  former  yard  and 
train  service  employees  in  filling  switch-tending  positions.  Decided:  That  to 
make  such  rule  obligatory  would  occasionally  shut  out  other  employees.  Request 
for  new  rule  denied.  (Decision  No.  68.) 
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69a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  44.) 

Claim  of  yard  brakeman  for  eight  hours’  pay  on  overtime  basis  while  working 
under  two  different  yard  conductors.  Decided:  That  claim  is  denied.  Payment 
as  made  is  just  and  reasonable.  (Decision  No.  69.) 

70a.  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  Boston  & Maine  Railroad.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  45.J 

Question  as  to  representation  rights  of  certain  employees,  members  of  American 
Federation  of  Railroad  Workers,  and  who  are  subject  to  an  agieement  made 
between  the  Director  General  of  Railroads  and  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts.  Decided: 
That  the  Transportation  Act  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  officers  of  the  carrier  to 
confer  with  a committee  of  an  organization  on  the  subject  matter  of  grievances 
presented  by  members  of  said  organization,  even  though  the  subject  matter  relates 
to  conditions  regulated  by  another  organization.  (Decision  No.  70.) 

71a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  46.) 

Request  that  yardmen  handling  work  on  wreck  trains  in  yard  limits  be  paid 
yard  rates  instead  of  road  rates.  Decided:  That  work-train  rates  of  pay  shall  be 
paid  for  work-train  sersdce  regardless  of  where  service  is  performed,  provided  this 
rule  is  not  in  conffict  with  any  schedule,  rule,  or  established  practice.  (Decision 
No.  71.) 

72a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  46.) 

Controversy  as  to  seniority  rights.  Decided:  That  the  matter  complained  of 
in  this  dispute  having  occurred  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Transportation  Act, 
Board  has  no  jurisdiction  of  this  dispute.  (Decision  No.  72.) 

73a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  46.) 

Claim  for  one  day’s  pay  at  time  and  one-half  rate,  account  yard  brakeman  being 
transferred  to  ano^er  crew  after  completion  of  eight-hour  assignment.  Decided: 
Due  to  matter  complained  of  ha\dng  occurred  prior  to  passage  of  Transportation 
Act,  it  is  decided  that  the  Board  has  no  jurisdiction.  (Decision  No.  73.) 

74a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  47.) 

Claim  of  passenger  brakeman  for  reinstatement  with  pay  for  time  lost.  Was 
dismissed  on  January  8,  1920.  Decided:  Tliis  matter  having  occurred  before 
passage  of  the  Transportation  Act,  the  Board  decides  it  has  no  jmisdiction  of 
the  dispute.  (Decision  No.  74.) 

75a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  47.) 

Controversy  as  to  claim  of  passenger  brakeman  for  compensation  at  local  freight 
rate.  Decided:  That  matter  complained  of  having  occurred  prior  to  passage  of 
Transportation  Act,  Board  decides  it  has  no  jurisdiction.  (Decision  No.  75.) 

76a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  47.) 

Request  that  Mallet  and  Class  M-2  engines  be  equipped  with  seats.  Decided: 
Management  states  that  out  of  274  engines  about  one-half  have  been  equipped 
to  date  and  estimates  remainder  will  be  completed  on  or  before  June  1,  1921. 
Board  decides  this  properly  disposes  of  matter.  (Decision  No.  76.) 

77a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  47.) 

Request  for  removal  of  brakeman  for  failure  to  flag  train.  Decided:  That 
Board  has  no  jurisdiction  because  of  matter  in  dispute  having  occurred  prior 
to  passage  of  Transportation  Act.  (Decision  No.  77.) 
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78a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  48.) 

Request  for  assignment  of  freight  brakeman  to  certain  trains  instead  of  passenger 
hrakemen.  Decided:  Since  1904  trains^  37  and  38  have  been  manned  by  one 
conductor  and  one  flagman — both  qualified  passenger  men.  Board  decides  that 
a change  from  that  arrangement  is  not  now  warranted.  (Decision  No.  78. ' 

79a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  48.) 

Claim  of  yard  conductor  for  pay  at  "work-train  conductor’s  rate.  Decided: 
That  matter  complained  of  having  occurred  before  passage  of  the  Transportation 
Act,  the  Board  has  no  jurisdiction.  (Decision  No.  79.) 

80a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  48.) 

Request  for  removal  of  s"witchman,  account  insubordination.  Decided:  That 
request  is  declined.  This  man  has  been  employed  as  yard  brakeman  since 
October  10,  1903.  After  investigation  of  offense  complained  of,  he  was  permitted 
to  return  to  work  after  some  time  lost.  (Decision  No.  80.) 

81a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  49.) 

Request  that  passenger  brakeman  be  reinstated  and  paid  for  time  lost.  De- 
cided: That  this  Board  has  no  juiisdiction,  due  to  dispute  ha\dng  occurred  prior 
to  passage  of  Transportation  Act.  (Decision  No.  81.) 

82a.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
49.) 

Controversy  over  meaning  of  term  “outlying  point”  as  used  in  deadhead  rules. 
Decided:  Hearing  developed  this  was  request  to  interpret  meaning  of  rule  over 
which  no  dispute  existed.  Requirements  of  Transportation  Act  not  having  been 
complied  with,  case  is  dismissed.  (Decision  No.  82.) 

83a.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 

49. ) 

Claim  of  conductors  for  terminal  overtime,  lay-over  time  and  where  relieved 
under  14  hours.  Decided:  That  matters  complained  of  having  occurred  prior  to 
passage  of  Transportation  Act,  Board  has  no  jurisdiction.  (Decision  No.  83.) 

84a.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 

50. ) 

Request  that  a self-propelled  clamshell  used  on  main  track  by  masonry  forces 
be  classed  as  a work  train.  Decided:  That  claim  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  84.) 

85a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  50.) 

Claim  of  various  train-service  employees  for  time  held  out  of  service  and  no 
reasons  given.  Decided:  That  claim  of  engineers  and  firemen  involved  for  time 
lost  is  sustained.  Conductor  and  brakeman  having  been  restored  to  service 
wdthin  few  days  and  no  time  claims  presented  within  time  limit  of  rule,  should 
observe  agreement  reached  when  duty  was  resumed.  (Decision  No.  85.) 

86a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  52.) 

Are  baggage  and  express  agents  employees  of  the  express  company  or  are  they 
joint  employees  of  the  express  company  and  railroad  company?  Decided:  That 
the  employees  in  question  are  in  fact  employees  of  the  American  Railway  Express 
Co.  (Decision  No.  86.) 

87a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  The  Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis  Railway.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  52.) 

Controversy  as  to  position  of  chief  clerk  to  agent  coming  within  scope  of  national 
agreement.  Decided:  That  Chattanooga  comes  "within  the  class  of  ‘ ‘ larger  stations  ” 
(“Exceptions,”  rule  1,  article  1 of  agreement),  therefore,  above-mentioned 
position  does  not  come  within  scope  of  a^eement  and  employees’  request  that  it 
be  bulletined  for  bid  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  87.) 
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88a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Michigan  Central  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  54.) 

Does  position  of  night  oil  house  man  come  within  scope  of  maintenance  of  way 
. agreement?  Decided:  That  Article  I,  above  agreement,  does  not  cover  position 
ih  question,  therefore  overtime  provisions  established  in  Article  V do  not  apply 
to  overtime  worked  by  occupant.  (Decision  No.  88). 

89a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic 
Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  55.) 

Controversy  as  to  arbitrary  reduction  of  wages.  Decided:  Board  decides  that 
conferences  held  are  notin  compliance  with  section  301  of  the  Transportation  Act; 
that  it  is  without  jirrisdiction  to  decide  dispute  until  above  section  complied  with, 
and  further  decides  that  consideration  shall  be  deferred  until  parties  have  con- 
ferred and  disagi'eed  on  wage  question.  (Decision  No.  89.) 

90a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Missouri  & North  Arkansas 
Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  58.) 

Controversy  as  to  arbitrary  reduction  in  wages.  Decided:  That  Board  is  without 
jurisdiction  until  section  301  of  Transportation  Act  has  been  complied  with,  by 
conferences  of  interested  parties;  if  no  agreement  reached,  further  hearing  to  be 
held  March  5,  1921;  if  conference  refused  by  management.  Board  will  proceed 
under  section  313  of  Transportation  Act.  (Decision  No.  90.) 

91a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  et  al.  v.  Erie  Railroad.  • 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  60.) 

Was  .wage  reduction  for  track  laborers,  made  without  consent  of  employees, 
in  violation  of  Decision  No.  2?  Decided:  That  the  management  of  this  carrier 
acted  in  conflict  with  section  301  of  the  Transportation  Act  and  Order  No.  1 of 
the  Railroad  Labor  Board  by  arbitrarily  reducing  wages  and  making  deductions 
from  earnings  of  the  employees.  (Decision  No.  91.  ) 

92a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Delaware,  Lackaw;anna  & Western  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  70.) 

Proper  rate  of  pay  for  painters  in  maintenance  of  w*ay  department.  Decided: 
Employees  in  question  not  covered  by  provisions  of  shop  crafts’  agreement,  there- 
fore not  proper  to  classify  pay  in  accordance  therewith.  Decision  No.  2 provides 
that  rates  specified  therein  be  added  to  those  authorized  by  United  States  Rail- 
road Administration,  therefore  15  cents  per  hour  increase  covering  this  class  shall 
be  added  to  rates  in  effect  March  1,  1920.  (Decision  No.  92.) 

93a.  Brotherood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Texas  & Pacific  Railway. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  71.) 

Is  adoption  of  Article  II,  Supplement  No.  24  to  General  Order  No.  27,  manda- 
torjq  or  are  committees  pri\dleged  to  retain  their  present  basic  day  rule?  Decided: 
That  employees  have  option  of  accepting  or  refusing  in  its  entirety  the  eight- 
within-ten  hour  rule;  where  retained  it  shall  be  Avritten  into  schedules  without 
change.  (Decision  No.  93.) 

94a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  72.)  • 

Controversy  as  to  right  of  company  to  make  monthly  charge  for  company- 
owned  section  houses.  Decided:  Board  finds  there  has  never  been  any  definite 
practice  justifying  the  assumption  that  to  furnish  such  houses  was  a general 
arrangement.  Employees’  claim  therefore  denied.  (Decision  No.  94.) 

95a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-Washington  Railroad  & 
Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  73.) 

Controversy  regarding  application  Decision  No.  2 to  short  turnaround  passenger 
service.  Decided:  That  interested  parties  having  agreed  upon  settlement,  case 
Avithdrawn  from  consideration  by  Board.  (Decision  No.  95.) 

96a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-Washington  Railroad  & 
Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  74.) 

Controversy  as  to  application  Decision  No.  2 to  passenger  overtime.  Decided: 
That  interested  parties  having  agreed  upon  a settlement,  case  AAithdrawn  from 
consideration  by  the  Board.  (Decision  No.  96.) 
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97a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & 
Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  74.) 

Controversy  as  to  application  of  Decision  No.  2 to  deadheading  on  cornj)an>' 
business  on  passenger  trains.  Decided:  That  parties  at  interest  having  agre^ 
upon  a settlement,  case  is  withdrawn  from  consideration  bv  Board.  (Decision 
No.  97.) 

98a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & 
Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  75.) 

Does  Decision  No.  2 increase  monthly  guarantees  on  schedule  runs?  Decided: 
That  parties  at  interest  having  agreed  upon  a settlement,  base  is  withdrawn. 
(Decision  No.  98.) 

99a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & 
Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  75.) 

Claim  of  engineers  and  firemen  for  100-mile  minimum.  Decided:  That  pay- 
ment for  time  was  properly  made  in  accordance  with  Article  III  of  engineers  and 
firemen’s  agreement.  (Decision  No.  99.) 

100a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad 
& Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  76.) 

Claim  of  engineer  for  runaround  or  time  lost  account  another  crew  being  used 
for  freight  work.  Decided:  That  parties  at  interest  ha\ing  agreed  upon  a settle- 
ment the  case  is  withdrawn.  (Decision  No.  100.) 

101a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad 
& Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  76.) 

Claim  of  engineer  and  fireman  for  additional  compensation  account  switching 
en  route,  and  not  in  connection  with  making  up  or  disposing  of  their  own  train. 
Decided:  That  claim  for  additional  compensation  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  101.) 

102a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad 
& Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  76.) 

Claim  of  fireman  for  runaround  while  in  pool  freight  service.  Decided:  That 
parties  at  interest  having  agreed  upon  settlement,  case  is  withdrawn.  (Decision 
No.  102.) 

103a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-Washington  Railroad 
& Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  77.) 

Claim  of  engineer  and  fireman  for  continuous  time.  Decided:  That  parties  at 
interest  having  agreed  upon  settlement,  case  is  withdrawn  from  consideration  by 
Board.  (Decision  No.  103.) 

104a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Rail- 
road. (II,  R.  L.  B.,  77.) 

Controversy  over  rate  of  pay  for  crews  assigned  to  helper  service.  Decided: 
That  rate  of  pay  for  helper  service  shall  be  the  same  as  for  freight  service.  (De- 
cision No.  104.) 

105a.  l^rotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Rail- 
road. (II,  R.  L.  B.,  78.) 

Claim  of  engineer  for  runaround  account  being  called  for  first  section  of  train 
and  run  as  second  section  instead.  Decided:  Claim  denied.  Engineer  used  on 
the  train  for  which  he  was  called.  (Decision  No.  105.) 

106a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Kansas  City  Southern  Railway.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  78.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  switchmen  with  pay  for  time  lost — dismissed 
account  alleged  insubordination.  Decided:  That  claim  is  denied.  Decision  No. 
106.) 

107a.  Order  of  Sleeping  Car  Conductors  v.  The  Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  78.) 

Request  for  increase  in  wages  and  change  of  working  conditions.  Decided: 
That  rates  and  working  conditions  are  just  and  reasonable.  (Decision  No.  107.) 
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108a.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Akron,  Canton  & Youngstown 
Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  79.) 

Request  of  employees  on  short-line  raili'oads  for  increase  in  wages.  Decided: 
That  request  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  108.) 

109a.  Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.,  v.  Butler  County  Railroad. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  81.) 

Request  that  the  Labor  Board  use  its  good  offices  toward  the  reinstatement  of 
five  men  discharged  by  the  carrier.  Decided:  That  request  is  denied.  Appli- 
cation for  decision  was  not  filed  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Transportation 
Act.  (Decision  No.  109.) 

110a.  Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Chicago  & North  Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  81.) 

Dispute  as  to  carrier’s  failure  to  apply  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2 to  employees 
voluntarily  leaving  servdce.  Decided:  That  Interpretation  No.  19  to  Decision 
No.  2,  regarding  payment  of  back  time,  shall  govern  in  this  dispute.  (Decision 
No.  110.) 

111a.  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad, 
(n,  R.  L.  B.,  82.) 

Request  of  carrier  for  provisional  order  authorizing  lower  rates  for  unskilled 
labor.  Deaded;  That  application  is  denied . (Decision  No.  111.) 

112a.  Railway  Express  Drivers,  Chauffeurs,  and  Conductors  (Local  No.  720  of 
Chicago)  V.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  82.) 

Controversy  as  to  starting  time  of  vehicle  department  employees.  Decided: 
That  change  in  time  governing  these  employees  was  made  in  accordance  with 
rules  governing  this  ser\dce.  Request  of  employees  that  previous  horns  be 
reestablished  is  therefore  denied.  (Decision  No.  112.) 

113a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago  & Alton  Railroad.  (U,  R.  L.  B.,  83.) 

Do  positions  of  shop  watchmen  come  within  scope  of  paragraph  2,  rule  1, 
Article  I of  clerks’  agreement?  Decided:  That  positions  in  question  do  not  come 
within  scope  of  agreement  mentioned.  (Decision  No.  113.) 

114a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  84.) 

Proper  application  section  3,  Article  XIII  of  decision  No.  2 to  monthly-rated 
employees.  Decided:  That  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2,  authorizing 
increase  in  monthly  salary  in  sum  represented  by  multiphdng  8^  cents  by  204, 
i.  e.,  $17.34,  shall  govern  in  this  dispute.  (Decision  No.  114.) 

115a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  84.) 

Question  as  to  proper  application  section  3,  Article  XIII,  Decision  No.  2,  to 
monthly-rated  employees.  Decided:  That  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2, 
authorizing  increase  in  monthly  salary  in  sum  represented  by  multipl>dng  8^ 
cents  by  204,  i.  e.,  $17.34,  shall  govern  in  this  dispute.  (Decision  No.  115.) 

116a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  85.) 

Application  of  section  3,  Article  XIII,  Decision  No.  2.  Decided:  That  Inter- 
pretation No.  2 to  Decision  No.  2 increases  rates  in  effect  subsequent  to  March  1, 
1920,  and  should  govern  in  this  dispute.  (Decision  No.  116.) 

117a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of.  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  86.) 

Proper  application  of  the  hourly  increases  pro^dded  in  Decision  No.  2 for 
employees  paid  by  the  month  who  are  assigned  to  work  more  than  204  hours  per 
month.  Decided:  That  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2,  authorizing  increases 
in  monthly  salaries  in  sum  represented  by  multiplying  8J  cents  by  204,  i.  e., 
$17.34,  shall  govern  in  this  dispute.  (Decision  No.  117.) 
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llSa.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago,  Indianapolis  & Louisville  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  86.) 

How  should  increases  granted  by  Decision  No,  2 be  applied  to  monthly  paid 
street  crossing  watchmen?  Decided:  That  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No. 
2,  authorizing  increases  in  monthly  salaries  in  sum  represented  by  multij)lying 
cents  by  204,  i.  e.,  $17.34,  shall  govern  in  this  dispute.  (Decision  No.  118!) 

119a,  International  Association  of  Macliinists  et  a!,  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa 
Fe  Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  87.) 

Method  of  arriving  at  rules  and  regulations  governing  working  conditions  pre- 
sented in  dockets  1,  2 and  3 and  undecided  by  Decision  No.  2.  Decided:  That 
the  rules,  working  conditions,  and  agreements  in  force  under  the  authority  of  the 
United  States  Railroad  Administration  shall  cease  and  terminate  July  1,  1921. 
Oflicers  of  the  organizations  of  employees  and  of  carriers  shall  confer  and  decide 
disputes  in  accordance  with  certain  prescribed  principles  and  refer  undecided 
questions  to  the  Labor  Board  for  decision.  (Decision  No.  IIQ.) 

120a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  South- 
western Railway  Company.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  96.) 

Controversy  as  to  arbitrary  reduction  in  wages.  Decided:  That  carrier  has  vio- 
lated Decision  No.  2 as  to  wages  and  in  other  respects  as  to  section  foreman  and 
track  laborers.  That  carrier  shall  restore  employees  to  their  former  positions  and 
pay  them  at  the  rate  provided  in  Decision  No.  2 from  the  date  removed  or  reduced 
in  pay  to  the  date  of  restoration.  (Decision  No.  120.) 

12ia.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  aL  v.  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & At- 
lantic Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  103.) 

Controversy  as  to  arbitrary  reductions  in  wages.  Decided:  That  inasmuch  as 
the  United  States  District  Coxirt  of  Georgia,  Northern  Division,  exercises  juris- 
diction regarding  employees’  services,  no  further  action  will  be  taken  until  the 
court  shall  approve  or  deny  the  board’s  request  that  the  court  direct  the  receiver 
to  confer  with  petitioners  regarding  what  constitutes  just  and  reasonable  wages. 
(Decision  No.  121.) 

122a.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Southern  Railway  System.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  111.) 

Shall  dispatchers  be  paid  for  time  lost  during  February,  March,  and  July,  1920, 
account  sickness?  Decided:  That  claim  is  denied.  Dispatchers  involved  have  been 
accorded  same  treatment  as  received  by  division  officers  for  loss  of  time  account 
sickness.  (Decision  No.  122.) 

123a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Terminal  Railroad  Association  of  St.  Louis.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  112.) 

Request  for  increase  in  pay  of  baggage  and  mail  porters  in  order  to  equalize 
rates  paid  same  class  of  employees  at  certain  other  larger  terminals.  Decided: 
That  request  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  123.) 

124a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v,  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railway. 
(II,  R,  L.  B.,  112.) 

Controversy  regarding  bulletined  position  not  awarded  to  senior  employees. 
Decided:  That  employee  has  sufficient-  fitness  and  ability  to  warrant  30-day  trial ; 
however,  inasmuch  as  present  position  held  by  employee  is  equally  important  it 
would  not  be  conducive  to  satisfactory  operation  to  make  change  at  present. 
(Decision  No.  124.) 

125a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
113.) 

Proper  increase  for  store  department  employees  classified  as  laborers.  Decided: 
That  employees  in  question  do  not  come  within  intent  of  section  7,  Article  II  of 
Decision  No.  2.  Position  of  carrier  is  therefore  sustained.  (Decision  No.  125.) 
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126a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Midland  Valley  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  114.) 

Dismissal  of  abstract  clerk  account  alleged  tardiness  and  excessive  absence 
from  duty.  Decided:  That  the  tardiness  and  absence  from  duty  by  employee  in 
question  was  excessive.  Request  for  reinstatement  denied.  (Decision  No.  126.) 

127a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R,  L.  B.,  114.) 

Reassignment  of  work  andreadjustmentof  rates  of  pay  of  balance  sheet  check- 
ers. Decided:  That  the  reassignment  of  work  and  readjustment  of  rates  of  posi- 
tions in  question  are  not  in  conflict  with  rule  91  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement. 
(Decision  No.  127.) 

128a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  116.) 

Question  as  to  what  particular  classes  of  employees  are  covered  by  section  8, 
Article  III,  of  Decision  No.  2.  Decided:  That  (a)  section  8 shall  apply  to  laborers 
employed  in  and  around  shops  and  roundhouses  who  were  classified  and  paid 
in  accordance  with  paragi'aph  (a),  Article  V,  Supplement  7,  to  General  Order 
No.  27.  (6)  Section  6 shall  apply  to  same  employees,  classified  and  paid  in 

accordance  with  paragraph  (6),  Article  V,  Supplement  7,  to  General  Order  No. 
27.  (Decision  No.  128.) 

129a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.,  of  L.,  v;  Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois 
Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  116.) 

_ Proper  increase  applicable  to  helpers  assigned  to  assist  in  maintenance  of 
signals.  Decided:  That  employees  in  question  shall  receive  13-cent  increase  pro- 
vided in  Decision  No.  2,  (Decision  No.  129.) 

130a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  117.) 

Method  of  arriving  at  hourly  overtime  rates  for  monthly-rated  employees  in 
maintenance  of  way  department.  Decided:  That  the  pro  rata  hourly  and  over- 
time rate  for  monthly-rated  employees  shall  be  arrived  at  by  dividing  the  yearly 
salary  (12  times  the  monthly  rate)  by  8 times  the  number  of  working  days  during 
the  calendar  year  on  which  days  overtime  is  not  allowed  for  work  performed  as 
a part  of  the  em.ployees’  regular  assignment.  (Decision  No.  130.) 

131a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  118.) 

Controversy  as  to  proper  increase  of  pay  under  Decision  No.  2 for  nontelegraph 
positions.  Decided:  That  the  positions  in  question  are  nontelegi’aph  stations  and 
shall  be  increased  5 cents  per  hour  under  section  2,  Article  V,  of  Decision  No.  2. 
(Decision  No.  131.) 

132a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  120.) 

Question  as  to  proper  seniority  date  of  clerk  employed  in  superintendent’s 
office.  Carrier  contends  that  the  employee  is  entitled  to  seniority  dating  from 
the  time  he  entered  the  service  on  his  present  seniority  district.  Decided:  That 
rule  29  of  the  clerks’  agreement  is  not  retroactive  in  its  aspect.  Contention  of 
the  carrier  is  therefore  sustained.  (Decision  No.  132.) 

133a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  120.) 

Dispute  regarding  posting  of  notices  to  employees  as  provided  in  rule  75  of 
clerks’  agi’eement.  Decided:  That  intent  of  rule  75  is  that  suitable  provision  be 
made  for  posting  of  notices  of  lodge  and  committee  meetings,  etc.,  and  verbatim 
copies  of  decisions  and  interpretations  issued  by  Board.  ( Decision  No.  133.) 

134a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  121.) 

Request  of  employees  for  reinstatement  of  money  clerk  dismissed  on  account 
of  alleged  misrepresentation  of  facts  at  investigation.  Decided:  That  request  of 
employees  for  reinstatement  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  134.) 
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135a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Texas  Midland  Railroad.  (11,  R.  L.  B.,  122.) 

What  rate  of  increase  does  Decision  No.  2 provide  for  baggage  and  parcel  room 
employees  designated  as  baggage  agent  and  assistant  bag^ge  agent  and  ticket 
office  employees  designated  as  assistant  ticket  agent?  Decid^:  That  the  employ- 
ees in  question  shall  be  increased  13  cents  per  hour  under  sections  2 and  4,  Arti- 
cle II,  of  Decision  2.  (Decision  No.  135.) 

136a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad.  (H, 
R.  L.  Bo,  122.) 

Are  employees  engaged  in  handling  material  under  the  supervision  of  a foreman 
or  subforeman  in  yards  adjacent  to  storehouses  entitled  to  increase  of  12  cents 
per  hour  under  section  7,  Article  II,  of  Decisions  No.  2?  Decided:  That  the  em- 
ployees in  question  are  not  storeroom  or  stockroom  freight  handlers  or  truckers  or 
others  similarly  engaged  and  therefore  not  entitled  to  the  increase  of  12  cents 
per  hour,  as  claimed.  (Decision  No.  136.) 

137a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad.  (H, 
R.  L.  B.,  123.) 

Claim  for  time  lost  by  checker,  account  being  dismissed  from  service.  Decided: 
That  this  employee  shall  not  be  paid  for  time  out  of  service.  (Decision  No.  137.) 

138a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad.  (II, 
R.  L.  B„  123.) 

Controversy  regarding  dismissal  of  11  checkers  account  insubordination. 
Decided:  That  after  review  of  evidence  submitted  request  for  reinstatement  is 
denied.  (Decision  No.  138.) 

139a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  124.) 

Controversy  regarding  application  Decision  No.  2 to  salary  of  21  employees 
designated  as  janitors  and  janitresses.  Decided:  That  employees  in  question 
are  not  janitors,  therefore  not  entitled  to  10  cents  per  hour  increase  provided  in 
section  5,  Article  II,  of  Decision  No.  2.  (Decision  No.  139.) 

140a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway.  (II,  ,R.  L.  B.,  125.) 

Controversy  as  to  length  of  vacation  period  with  pay  for  telephone  operators. 
Decided:  That  employees  involved  be  compensated  for  curtailment  of  4 days, 
inasmuch  as  existing  practice  granted  employees  in  service  one  year  or  more 
10  days’  vacation  with  pay.  (Decision  No.  140.) 

141a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway.  (H,  R.  L,  B.,  125.) 

Controversy  regarding  bulletining  of  position  not  awarded  employee  holding 
seniority.  Decided:  That  employee  in  question  possesses  sufficient  ability; 
therefore  he  shall  be  allowed  to  qualify  for  position  in  accordance  vith  rule  10 
of  clerks’  agreement.  (Decision  No.  141.) 

142a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway.  (II,  R.  L,  B.,  126.) 

Question  as  to  proper  date  to  be  used  as  a basis  in  adding  increases  in  wages 
under  Decision  No.  2 to  positions  increased  subsequent  to  March  1, 1920.  Decided: 
That  Interpretation  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  2,  providing  that  increases  shall  be 
added  to  rates  in  effect  at  12.01  a.  m.,  applies.  (Decision  No.  142.) 

143a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  RaUway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  126.) 

Controversy  as  to  proper  rate  of  pay  for  inside  hostlers’  helpers.  Decided: 
That  employees  referred  to  perform  service  similar  to  that  involved  in  dispute 
covered  by  Decision  No.  40,  which  decision  states  that  there  is  nothing  to  indi- 
cate that  the  employees  in  question  are  hostlers’  helpers.  (Decision  No.  143.) 
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144a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Colorado  & Southern  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  127.) 

(«)  Are  employees  engaged  exclusively  in  filling  lubricators  entitled  to  classifi- 
cation of  machinist  helpers?  (b)  Is  the  carrier  warranted  in  making  deductions 
from  an  employee’s  earnings  as  a result  of  conflicting  decisions  rendered  by  two 
agencies?  Decided:  (a)  That  employees  engaged  exclusively  in  filling  lubri- 

cators are  not  entitled  to  classification  and  rating  of  machinist  helper,  (b)  Car- 
rier ad\dses  no  deductions  will  be  made,  which  ob\dates  the  necessity  of  decision 
on  this  point.  (Decision  No.  144.) 

145a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Duluth,  Missabe  & Northern  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  128.) 

Question  as  to  reinstatement  of  machinists  and  machinist  helpers  with  res- 
toration of  seniority  rights  and  pay  for  time  lost.  Decided:  That  on  receipt  of 
this  decision  the  employees  mentioned  shall  be  reinstated  with  continuity  of 
seniority  unimpaired.  Request  for  pay  for  time  lost  denied.  (Decision  No. 
145.) 

146a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v 
Duluth,  Missabe  & Northern  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  132.) 

Controversy  regarding  reinstatement  of  coach  painter  with  full  seniority  rights 
and  pay  for  time  lost.  Decided:  That  employee  shall  be  reinstated  wath  full 
seniority  rights  and  paid  for  all  time  lost,  less  amount  earned  at  other  employment 
since  dismissal.  (Decision  No.  146.) 

147a.  New  York  Central  Railroad  et  al.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  et  al.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  133.) 

Dispute  regarding  reduction  in  wages  of  employees  in  various  branches  of 
service  of  a large  number  of  carriers.  Decided:  That  the  rates  of  wages  heretofore 
established  by  the  authority  of  the  Labor  Board  shall  be  decreased  in  the  amounts 
specified  in  this  decision,  effective  July  1,  1921.  (Decision  No.  147.) 

148a.  Denver  & Salt  Lake  Railroad  w.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  154.) 

Dispute  regarding  reduction  in  wages  of  employees  in  train  and  engine  service 
and  revision  of  schedule  rules.  Decided:  That  the  carrier  in  question  was  a party 
to  hearing  of  April  18,  1921,  involving  wage  reduction,  therefore  the  decreases 
authorized  by  Decision  No.  147  will  apply.  Schedule  rules  remanded  for  further 
consideration.  (Decision  No.  148.) 

149a.  Petition  of  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  et  al.  for  Rehearing  on  Decision 
No.  120.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  156.) 

Application  for  rehearing  on  Decision  No.  120.  Decided:  Board  after  due  con- 
sideration overrules  motion  made  by  this  road  for  rehearing  and  declines  to  re- 
open case.  (Decision  No.  149.) 

150a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Brooklyn  Eastern  District  Terminal.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
156.) 

Re(|uest  for  reinstatement  of  foreman.  Decided:  That  request  is  denied. 
(Decision  No.  150.) 

151a.  Railway  Express  Drivers,  Chauffeurs  and  Conductors  (Local  No.  720)  v. 
American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  156.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  wagon  conductor.  Decided:  That  reinstatement 
is  denied.  (Decision  No.  151.) 

152a.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Chicago,  Burlington  & Quincy 
Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  156.) 

Question  dB  to  proper  date  to  be  used  as  a basis  in  adding  increases  in  wages 
under  Decision  No.  2 to  positions  increased  subsequent  to  March  1,  1920.  De- 
cided: That  Intei’pretation  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  2.  providing  that  increases  shall 
be  added  to  rates  in  effect  at  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920,  applies.  (Decision  No. 
152.) 


908 


CUMULATIVE  INDEX-DIGEST. 


153a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Texas  & Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  157.) 

Controversy  as  to  scope  of  agreement  covering  shop  craft  employees.  Decided: 
That  because  of  similarity  of  work  performed,  six  crafts  may  negotiate  joint  agree- 
ment with  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  provided  system  federation  represents  majority 
of  each  craft  or  class,  (Decision  No.  153.) 

154a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railway  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  157.) 

Question  as  to  whether  scope  of  agreement  shall  cover  employees  represented 
by  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  whom  they  represent  in  the  maintenance  of  equip- 
ment, maintenance  of  way  and  structures,  and  maintenance  of  signals  and  tele- 
graph departments.  Decided:  That  if  federation  so^  elects,  agreement  may  be 
made  covering  all  employees  mentioned,  provided  this  decision  does  not  interfere 
with  such  special  rules  as  are  necessary  to  properly  operate  said  departments. 
(Decision  No.  154.) 

155a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Chicago,  Burlington  & Quincy  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  158.) 

Controversy  as  to  scope  of  agreement  covering  shop  craft  employees,  regardless 
of  department  in  which  employees  are  working.  Decided:  That  if  federation  so 
elects,  agreement  may  be  made  covering  all  employees  mentioned,  pro^dded 
this  decision  does  not  interfere  with  such  special  rules  as  are  necessary  to  properly 
operate  said  departments.  (Decision  No.  155.) 

156a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Raih'oad.  (II,  R.  L,  B.,  159.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
services  rendered,  apply  to  positions  of  baggage  and  mail  handlers?  Decided: 
That  inasmuch  as  service  performed  does  not  require  continuous  application, 
Board  decides  these  employees  are  properly  paid  on  basis  established  in  rule  49 
of  agreenient  mentioned.  (Decision  No.  156.) 

157a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  160.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
services  rendered,  apply  to  positions  of  gatemen?  Decided:  That  service  per- 
formed does  not  require  continuous  ^plication.  Board  decides  these  employees 
are  properly  paid  on  basis  established  in  rule  49  of  agreement  mentioned.  (Deci- 
sion No.  157.) 

158a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Em.ployees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  160.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
services  rendered,  apply  to  position  of  train-crew  caller?  Decided:  That  service 
performed  does  not  require  continuous  application.  Board  therefore  decides 
employee  in  question  is  properly  paid  on  basis  established  in  rule  49.  (Decision 
No.  158.) 

159a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  161.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agreement^  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
ser’vdces  rendered,  apply  to  position  of  janitor  in  superintendent’s  office?  De- 
cided: That  inasmuch  as  service  performed  does  not  require  continuous  applica- 
tion, Board  decides  this  employee  is  being  properly  paid  on  basis  established  by 
rule  49.  (Decision  No.  159.) 

160a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Jacksonville  Terminal  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  162.) 

Does  rale  49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
services  rendered,  apply  to  position  of  chief  gateman  and  gateman?  Decided: 
That  service  performed  does  not  require  continuous  application,  therefore  posi- 
tions in  question  are  properly  compensated  on  basis  established  in  rule  49.  (De- 
cision No.  160.) 
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161a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  163.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
services  rendered,  apply  to  positions  of  baggagemen?  Decided:  Evidence  shows 
ff  that  service  performed  does  not  require  continuous  application,  therefore,  posi- 
tions in  question  are  properly  compensated  under  rule  49.  (Decision  No.  161.) 

162a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  163.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
service  rendered,  apply  to  positions  of  baggagemen?  Decided:  Evidence  shows 
that  service  performed  does  not  require  continuous  application.  Board  therefore 
decides  employees  in  question  are  properly  paid  on  the  basis  established  by  rule 
49.  (Decision  No.  162.) 

163a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad,  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  164.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
services  rendered,  apply  to  position  of  warehouseman?  Decided:  Service  per- 
formed does  not  require  continuous  application.  Board  decides  that  the  employee 
mentioned  is  being  properly  paid  on  basis  established  in  rule  49.  (Decision  No. 
163.) 

164a,  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  165.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agi’eement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
services  rendered,  apply  to  position  of  baggageman?  Decided:  Evidence  shows 
service  performed  by  employee  in  question  does  not  require  continuous  applica- 
tion. Decided,  therefore,  that  he  is  being  properly  paid  on  basis  established  in 
rule  49.  (Decision  No.  164.) 

165a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  166.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
6er\dces  rendered,  apply  to  positions  of  baggagemen?  Decided:  That  position 
does  not  require  continuous  application.  Board  decides,  therefore,  that  em- 
ployees mentioned  are  being  properly  compensated.  (Decision  No.  165.) 

166a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  166.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
services  rendered,  apply  to  positions  of  baggagemen?  Decided:  That  position 
mentioned  does  not  require  continuous  application;  therefore,  employees  men- 
tioned are  properlv  paid  on  basis  established  in  rule  mentioned.  (Decision  No. 
166.) 

167a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  167.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
services  rendered,  apply  to  position  of  day  porter?  Decided:  That  this  employee 
is  properly  paid  on  basis  established  in  rule  49,  as  service  performed  does  not  re- 
quire continuous  application.  (Decision  No.  167.) 

168a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  168.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
services  rendered,  apply  to  positions  of  gatemen?  Decided:  That  service  per- 
formed does  not  require  continuous  application,  therefore,  these  employees  are 
properly  compensated  as  provided  in  rule  49.  (Decision  No.  168.) 

169a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  169.) 

Does  rule. 49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
ser\ices  rendered,  apply  to  positions  of  engine-crew  callers?  Decided:  That  the 
service  performed  by  these  employees  does  not  require  continuous  application; 
therefore,  they  are  properly  compensated  as  provided  in  rule  49.  (Decision  No. 
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170a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway.  ''II,  R.  L.  B.,  169.' 

Does  rule  49,  clerks'  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
services  rendered,  apply  to  positions  of  train  and  engine  crew  callers?  Decided: 
That  the  service  performed  by  these  employees  does  not  require  continuous  appli- 
cation; therefore,  they  are  properly  compensated  as  pro\dded  in  rule  49.  (Deci- 
sion No.  170.) 

171a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Hannibal  Union  Depot  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  170.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
services  rendered,  apply  to  positions  of  station  baggagemen?  Decided:  Inasmuch 
as  service  performed  does  not  require  continuous  application.  Board  decides 
employees  in  question  are  properlv  compensated  as  provided  in  rule  49,  (Decision 
No.  171.) 

172a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  171.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  ba.sis  to  cover  all 
services  rendered,  apply  to  messengers?  Decided:  That  positions  in  question 
do  not  require  continuous  application;  therefore.  Board  decides  compensation 
provided  in  rule  49  is  proper.  (Decision  No.  172.) 

173a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
171.) 

Question  as  to  agreement  being  made  directly  with  employees  or  organization 
representing  employees.  Decided:  That  in  accordance  with  Decision  No.  119 
dfganization  has  right  to  make  agreement  covering  rules  and  working  conditions 
for  entire  class  of  employees,  and  Board  so  directs.  (Decision  No.  173.) 

# 

174a.  The  Pullman  Co.  v.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated 
Shop  Crafts).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  173.) 

Dispute  regarding  arbitrary  reduction  of  wages  by  carrier.  Decided:  That 
carrier  shall  meet  or  endeavor  to  meet  employees  in  conference  and  in  case  of 
disagreement  shall  refer  dispute  to  Labor  Board.  Majority  of  employees  have 
right  to  select  representatives.  (Decision  No.  174.) 

175a.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Michigan  Central  Railroad.  (II, 
R,  L.  B.,  174.) 

Request  for  restoration  of  shuttle-train  service  discontinued  account  removal  of 
terminal.  Decided:  Restoration  of  service  declined,  with  the  provision  that  three 
callers  will  be  retained  at  new  terminal  until  August  10,  1921,  at  which  time  con- 
tinuation of  these  callers  should  be  given  consideration.  (Decision  No.  175.) 

176a.  Terminal  Baggage  Mail  Handlers  and  Station  Employees  (A.  F.  of  L.)  v. 
Washington  Terminal  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  175.) 

Request  for  increased  wages  for  parcel  porters,  generally  known  as  “red  caps.” 
Decided:  That  employees’  request  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  176.) 

177a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  175.) 

Controversy  regarding  reinstatement  of  accounting  department  employees 
dismissed  account  presenting  resolution  of  local  union  containing  charges  against 
local  auditor.  Decided:  That  action  of  employees  was  unwarranted.  Request 
for  reinstatement  and  pay  for  time  lost  denied.  (Decision  No.  177.) 

178a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  176.) 

Controversy  regarding  reinstatement  of  messenger.  Decided:  That  request  is 
denied.  (Decision  No.  178.) 
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179a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  International  & Great  Northern  Railway, 
(n,  R.  L.  B.,  176.) 

Shall  rate  of  compensation  for  position  of  agent  at  specified  station  be  increased 
10  cents  per  hour  or  5 cents  per  hour  under  pro\dsions  of  Decision  No.  2?  Decided: 
That  rate  shall  be  increased  5 cents  i)er  hour,  as  provided  in  section  2,  Article  V, 
Decision  No.  2 of  this  Board.  (Decision  No.  179.) 

180a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  New  Orleans,  Texas  & Mexico  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  180.) 

Shall  overtime  be  paid  to  extra  gang  foremen  when  engaged  in  work  not  cus- 
tomarily done  by  regular  section  gangs,  and  whose  employment  is  seasonal  and 
temporary  in  character?  Decision:  That  the  gang  foremen  in  question  properly 
come  under  and  shall  be  paid  overtime  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  (a-7)  of  Article  V,  maintenance  of  way  employees’  national  agreement. 
(Decision  No.  180.) 

181a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v.  Fort 
Smith  & Western  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  178.) 

Question  as  to  effective  date  of  increased  rates  granted  by  the  carrier  at  the 
expiration  of  30  days  following  notice  of  changes  desired.  Decided:  That  carrier 
complied  with  understanding  as  to  30  days’  notice  when  increasing  rates;  there- 
fore, employees’  request  denied.  (Decision  No.  181.) 

182a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  179.) 

Controversy  as  to  method  cff  applying  increases  provided  in  Decision  No.  2 for 
employees  who  are  assigned  to  work  the  calendar  days  of  the  month  and  receive 
a monthly  rate  to  cover  all  services  performed.  Decided:  That  Interpretation 
No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2,  pro\iding  that  monthly  increase  should  be  based  on 
204  hours  per  month,  covers  question  in  dispute.  (Decision  No.  182.) 

183a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  180.) 

Is  the  rearrangement  of  work  and  readjustment  of  rates  of  pay  of  position  of 
chief  clerk  and  assistant  chief  (Terk,  transit  department,  auditor  of  freight  ac- 
counts, in  conflict  with  rules  of  national  agreement?  (Carrier  claims  that  the 
changed  duties  necessitated  the  new  classification  and  therefore  not  in  conflict 
with  schedule  rules.  Decided:  That  position  of  carrier  is  sustained.  (Decision 
No.  183.) 

184a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  180.) 

Is  transfer  clerk  employed  by  agent,  who  was  allowed  a fiat  sum  to  handle  the 
transfer  business  and  pay  the  salaries  of  such  employees  as  he  deemed  necessary 
'to  assist  him,  entitled  to  the  increase  authorized  by  Decision  No.  3 of  the  Labor 
Board?  Carrier  states  that  the  transfer  clerk  is  an  employee  of  the  agent  and  not 
of  the  express  company  and  therefore  not  under  Decision  No.  3.  Decided:  That 
the  position  of  the  carrier  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  184.) 

185a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sauit  Ste.  Marie  Railroad.  (II, 
R,  L,  B.,  182.) 

Are  employees  engaged  in  the  handling  of  lumber  and  other  company  material 
in  lumber  yard  adjacent  to  storehouses  entitled  to  increase  of  12  cents  per  hour 
or  8J  cents  per  hour  under  Decision  No.  2?  Decided:  That  the  employees  in  ques- 
tion are  not  station,  platform,  or  storeroom  height  handlers  or  truckers  or  others 
similarly  engaged,  and  therefore  not  within  the  section  which  provides  an  increase 
of  12  cents  per  hour.  (Decision  No.  185.) 

186a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sauit  Ste.  Marie  Railway.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  182.) 

Are  employees  engaged  under  supervision  of  foreman  in  the  reairangement  of 
contents  of  cars,  transferring  loads  and  performing  other  similar  work,  entitled 
to  increase  of  12  cents  per  hour  or  8|  cents  per  hour  under  Decision  No.  2?  Decided: 
That  the  employees  in  question  are  not  station,  platform,  or  storeroom  freight 
handlers  or  truckers  or  others  similarly  engaged,  and  therefore  not  within  the 
section  which  provides  an  increase  of  12  cents  per  hour.  (Decision  No.  186.) 
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187a.  J.  R.  Harron  et  al.  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  183.) 

Controversy  regarding  application  of  Decision  No.  3 to  part-time  express  em- 
ployees for  periods  varying  from  one  to  four  hours  per  day  after  6p.m.  Request 
of  petitioners  is  that  increase  authorized  by  Decision  No.  3 be  applied  to  their 
rates  of  pay  as  of  May  1,  1920,  the  effective  date  of  said  decision.  Decidetf:  That 
claim  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  187.) 

188a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  (Texas  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  183.) 

Controversy  as  to  classification  of  employees  of  the  maintenance  of  way  depart- 
ment assigned  to  self-propelled  pile  driver.  Employees  claim  that  men  who  are 
used  to  flag  should  be  paid  increase  provided  in  section  3,  Article  VII  of  Decision 
No.  2.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  188.) 

189ao  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  184.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  switchboard  operator.  Decided:  That  request  for 
reinstatement  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  189.) 

190a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Erie  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  184.) 

Controversy  as  to  reinstatement  of  store  department  clerk.  Decided:  Board 
denies  request  for  reinstatement.  (Decision  No.  190.) 

191a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerlfs,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  St,  Louls-San  Francisco  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  185.) 

Should  the  position  of  boy  in  office  of  superintendent  at  point  specified  be  in- 
creased 10  cents  per  hour  under  Decision  No.  2?  Decided:  That  position  in 
question  should  not  be  increased  10  cents  per  hour  under  section  5,  Article  III  of 
Decision  No.  2.  (Decision  No.  191.) 

192a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  St,  Loiiis-San  Francisco  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  186.) 

Compensation  claim  of  employee  in  car  accountant’s  office,  account  sick- 
ness. Decided:  That  under  past  practice  employee  in  question  is  not  entitled 
to  pay  for  time  lost.  Request  of  employees  is  therefore  denied.  (Decision 
No.  192.) 

193a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Indianapolis  Union  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
186.) 

Request  of  employees  for  elimination  of  inequalities  in  pay  governing  tele- 
phone operators.  Decided:  That  differentials  which  have  existed  for  many 
years  have  not  substantially  changed,  and  increases  specified  in  Decision -No. 
2 have  been  added  to  rates  established  under  authority  of  United  States  Rail- 
road Administration;  therefore,  request  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision 
No.  193.) 

194a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Wabash  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  187.) 

Request  of  employees  that  inequalities  in  rates  of  pay  for  positions  in  sta- 
tion and  telegraph  service  be  eliminated.  Evidence  indicates  that  increases 
specified  in  Decision  No.  2 have  been  properly  added  to  rates  established  by  or 
under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration.  Decided: 
That  request  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  194.) 

195a.  American  Train  Dispatchers’  Association  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  188.) 

Claim  of  dispatcher  for  additional  compensation  account  working  in  addition  to 
his  own  the  territory  of  a dispatcher  off  sick.  Decided:  That  request  for  payment 
for  the  rate  of  both  positions  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  195.) 

196a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Central  of  Georgia  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  188.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  assistant  chief  clerk.  Decided:  That  request  is 
denied.  (Decision  No.  196.) 
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197a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Erie  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  189.) 

Haim  for  time  lost  by  clerical  employees  during  the  period  of  an  unauthorized 
strike  of  train  and  engine  service  employees.  Carrier  states  that  the  employees  in 
question  were  laid  off  and  that  a carrier  has  the  right  to  reduce  forces  when  con- 
ditions justify.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  ( Decision  No.  197.) 

198a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
189.) 

* Claim  for  time  lost  by  clerical  employees  during  the  period  of  an  unauthorized 
strike  of  train  and  engine  serAUce  employees.  Carrier  states  that  the  employees  in 
question  were  laid  off  and  that  a carrier  has  the  right  to  reduce  forces  when  condi- 
tions justify.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  198.) 

199a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  190.) 

Question  as  to  reinstatement  of  yard  office  clerk.  Decided:  That  request  is 
denied.  (Decision  No.  199.) 

200a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  190.) 

Controversy  regarding  application  of  Decision  No.  2 to  shop  accountant,  whom 
the  carrier  claims  to  be  employed  in  superAusory  capacity  and  authorized  to 
employ  and  discipline  other  employees.  Decided:  That  the  position  in  question 
is  not  included  in  Decision  No.  2.  (Decision  No.  200.) 

201a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railway. 
(K,  R.  L.  B.,  191.) 

Does  position  of  depot  foreman  come  Avithin  proAusions  of  Article  I,  clerks’ 
national  agreement?  Decided:  That  position  in  question  is  that  of  a foreman 
superA'ising  subforeman,  that  it  does  not  come  within  the  scope  of  the  ag-reement, 
and  employees’  request  that  it  be  bulletined  for  bid  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  201.) 

202a.  International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineers  v.  Terminal  Railroad 
Association  of  St.  Louis.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  192.) 

(a)  Shall  certain  stationary  engineers  required  to  work  in  excess  of  204  hours 
per  month  receiA-e  extra  payment  account  of  ser\dce  performed  on  Sundays  and 
holidays?  (6)  Shall  employees  laid  off  account  reduction  in  force  subsequent 
to  May  1,  1920,  be  allowed  back  pay?  Decided:  {a)  That  Interpretation  No.  1 to 
Decision  No.  2 coA^ers  similar  question  as  to  extra  payment  for  serAuce  in  excess 
of  204  hours  per  month,  and  should  gOA'ern  in  this  dispu^te.  (6)  In  accordance 
Avith  item  2,  Interpretation  No.  19  to  Decision  No.  2,  employees  in  question 
should  be  allowed  back  pay.  (Decision  No.  202.) 

203a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railw  ay.  (II,“  R.  L.  B.,  192.) 

Should  the  position  of  office  boy  in  treasury  department  be  increased  10  cents 
per  hour  under  Decision  No.  2?  Decided:  That  the  position  in  question  should 
be  increased  10  cents  under  section  5,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2.  (Decision 
No.  203.) 

204a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  193.) 

Question  in  regard  to  reinstatement  of  section  foreman.  Decided:  That  the 
management  was  j ustified  in  dismissing  this  employee ; therefore  claim  of  employees 
is  denied.  (Decision  No.  204.) 
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205a.  Railway  Employees’  Department  (Federated  Shop  Crafts)  v.  Missouri,  Kansas 
& Texas  Railway  et  aJ.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  194. ) 

Should  separate  agreement  be  made  covering  six  shop  crafts  or  with  Fe<lerated 
Shop  Crafts  representing  said  six  crafts?  Decided:  That  the  work  of  the  six  crafts 
and  conditions  under  which  it  is  performed  are  so  similar  that  joint  agreement 
may  be  negotiated  through  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts,  if  so  elected,  provided 
system  federation  represents  a majoiity  of  ear*h  craft  or  class.  (Decision  No.  205.) 

206a." Hallway  Employees’  Department  (Federated  Shop  Crafts)  v.  Chicago  Great 
Western  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  196.) 

Controversy  as  to  reinstatement  of  former  car  inspector.  Decided:  That  .rein- 
statement with  pay  for  time  lost  is  not  warranted.  Employee’s  claim  denied. 
Board  insists  that  carrier  should  not  violate  rule  37.  modified  by  Principle  8 of 
Decision  No.  119.  (Decision  No.  206.) 

207a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  Bangor  & Aroostook 
Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  197.) 

Question  as  to  application  of  Article  IX,  Decision  No.  5,  and  claim  for  reinstate- 
ment of  signal  employees.  Decided:  That  claim  is  denied.  Employees  not  party 
to  or  included  in  proceedings  which  resulted  in  issuance  of  Decision  No.  5 and 
Decision  No.  2 of  this  Board.  (Decision  No.  207.) 

208a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Michigan  Central  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  197.') 

Request  for  pay  for  road  service  performed  by  certain  building  department 
employees.  Employees  contend  that  in  view  of  the  fact  that  outfit  cars  were  at 
headquarters,  and  that  they  were  sent  out  to  work  without  their  cars,  they  are 
entitled  to  continuous  time  until  they  return  to  such  assembling  point.  Decided: 
That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  208.) 

209a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  198.) 

Controversy  as  to  payment  of  overtime  to  monthly-rated  section  men  for  service 
performed  on  Sundays  and  holidays.  Employees  claim  that  foremen  should  be 
paid  for  services  rendered  on  Sundays  and  holidays  in  addition  to  their  regular 
monthly  salary.  Carrier  claims  rules  do  not  provide  for  payment  for  holidays. 
Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  209.) 

210a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  200.) 

Controversy  as  to  pay  for  foreman,  engineering  department,  while  held  subject 
to  call  on  Sundays  and  holidays.  Employees  contend  that  foreman  in  question 
should  receive  pay  for  all  Sundays  since  the  effective  date  of  the  maintenance  of 
way  national  agreement.  Decided:  That  the  foremen  are  paid  a monthly  rate 
based  on  eight  hours  per  day,  exclusive  of  Sundays  and  holidays,  and  shall  be 
paid  additional  compensation  for  work  performed  where  held  for  duty  on  Sun- 
days and  holidays  specified  in  the  national  agreement.  The  liberty  granted 
these  employees  while  off  duty  is  just  and  reasonable  and  no  pay  shall  accrue  to 
them  simply  because  they  are  required  to  notify  the  carrier  where  they  may  be 
reached  in  case  of  emergency.  (Decision  No.  2i0.) 

211a.  Railway  Employees’  Department  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  A.  F.  of  L.  et  al, 
V.  American  Refrigerator  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  201.) 

Question  as  to  jurisdiction  of  the  Labor  Board  over  the  American  Refrigerator 
Transit  Co.  Decided:  That  the  company  in  question  is  not  a common  carrier  and 
that  it  does  not  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  which 
leaves  the  Labor  Board  without  jurisdiction  in  the  dispute  presented.  (Decision 
No.  211.) 

212a.  Railway  Employees’  Department  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & Navi- 
gation Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  201.) 

Shall  certain  employees  be  classified  and  paid  as  linemen  or  shall  they  be 
classified  and  paid  as  electricians?  Decided:  The  Labor  Board  decides  upon  the 
evidence  submitted  that  the  employees  in  question  are  performing  the  classes 
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of  work  as  specified  in  rule  140  of  tire  national  agreement,  and  shall  be  classified 
and  paid  as  electricians  in  accordance  with  rule  43  of  said  agreement  and  subse- 
quent adjustments  that  have  been  made  in  accordance  with  decisions  of  this 
Board.  Employees  regularly  assigned  to  road  service  shall  be  paid  a monthly 
salary  in  accordance  with  rule  15  of  the  national  agi-eement.  (Decision  No,  212.) 

213a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac  Railroad  Co.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  203.) 

Dispute  in  connection  with  awarding  bulletined  position  to  senior  employee. 
The  carrier  awarded  the  position  to  an  employee  who  had  15  years’  experience 
in  the  line  of  work  to  be  handled,  denjdng  the  assignment  to  another  employee 
not  having  had  necessary  experience.  Decided:  That  action  of  the  carrier  is  sus- 
tained. (Decision  No.  213.) 

214a.  Detroit  & Madcinac  Railway  Co.  v.  Broth^hood  of  Locomotive  Engineers 
et  al.  {II,  R.  L.  B.,  204.) 

Controversy  as  to  what  shall  constitute  just  and  reasonable  wages  for  the  par- 
ticular positions  enumerated  in  this  decision.  Decided:  That  the  carrier  shall 
deduct  from  the  rates  of  wages  for  each  of  the  positions  named  in  the  decision  fiO 
per  cent  of  the  increase  granted  since  February  29,  1920.  (Decision  No.  214.) 

215a.  Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad  v.  Certain  Clerical  and  Station  Employees. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  204.) 

Controversy  as  to  what  shall  constitute*  just  and  reasonable  wages  for  the  par- 
ticular positions  eniunerated  in  this  decision.  Decided:  That  the  cairier  shall 
deduct  from  rate  of  wages  for  certain  positions  enumerated  in  the  decision  CO 
per  cent  of  the  increase  granted  since  February  29,  1920.  No  change  shall  be 
made  in  the  wage  applicable  to  warehouse  formen.  (Decision  No.  215.) 

216a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad.  (H,  R.  L.  B.,  205.) 

Question  as  to  pay  due  painter  for  two  days’  suspension  account  failure  to 
report  for  work  on  Sunday.  Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  evidence  and  statements 
submitted  do  not  make  out  a case  of  unjust  or  wrongful  discipline,  management 
is  sustained  and  claim  of  employee  for  two  days’  pay  is  deni^.  (Decision 
No.  216.) 

217a.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  206.) 

Question  as  to  what  shall  constitute  reaso’nahle  wages  for  employees  and  sub- 
ordinate officials  of  the  American  Railw'ay  Express  Co.  Decided:  That  the  rates 
heretofore  established  by  authority  of  tliis  Board  shall  be  decreased  as  specified 
in  ai'ticles  1 and  2 of  this  decision.  (Decision  No.  217). 

218a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pennsylvania  System.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  207.) 

Question  as  to  the  right  of  majority  of  employees  in  any  craft  to  determine 
what  organization  shall  represent  them,  and  has  the  carrier  complied  with  the 
law  in  the  method  pursued  by  it  to  ascertain  wffio  are  the  representatives  of  the 
shop  employees  with  wffiom  it  shall  negotiate  rules.  Decided:  That  the  rules 
negotiated  by  the  alleged  representatives  will  be  void  and  of  no  effect,  and  that 
a new  election  shall  be  held  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  choice  of  a 
majority  of  each  of  the  respective  crafts  coming  under  the  provisions  of  this 
decision.  (Decision  No.  218.) 

219a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v.  Long 
■ Island  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  214.) 

Shall  the  carrier  negotiate  rules  and  W'orking  conditions  affecting  shop  em- 
ployees wfith  the  officers  of  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts?  Decided:  That  carrier 
shall  enter  into  negotiations  regarding  rules  and  working  conditions  with  the 
officers  in  question.  (Decision  No,  219.) 
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220a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  216.) 

Was  the  procedure  adopted  by  the  carrier  to  ascertain  who  should  re])resent 
the  employees  in  the  clerical  and  station  service,  in  the  negotiation  of  rules, 
legal  and  binding  on  the  employees?  If  not,  what  steps  slioiild  be  taken  to 
name  the  representatives  of  said  class  of  employees  in  the  conference  on  rules 
and  working  conditions?  Decided:  That  the  election  held  by  earner  was  illegal 
and  void,  and  that  the  rules  negotiated  will  have  no  effect.  Board  orders 
another  election  held  to  determine  choice  of  majority  of  each  of  three  c-lasses 
mentioned  as  to  their  representatives.  (Decision  No.  220.) 

221a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Chicago  Great  Western  Railroad.  II, 
R.  L,  B.,  223.) 

Dispute  regarding  displacement  of  agent  by  demoted  official.  Employees 
state  that  there  is  no  rule  in  their  schedule  which  permits  of  the  retention  of 
seniority  in  the  station  and  telegraph  service  by  employees  promoted  or  ap- 
pointed to  positions  outside  of  the  scope  of  the  agreement.  Decided:  That  ]>osi- 
tion  of  employees  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  221.) 

222a.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  et  al.  v.  Railway  Employees’  Department, 
A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  224.) 

Series  of  controversies  relating  to  rules  and  working  conditions  of  federated 
shop  employees.  Decided:  That  the  seven  rules  approved  by  the  Board  corre- 
sponding to  seven  rules  of  national  agreement  are  just  and  reasonable  and  shall 
apply  to  the  carriers  who  are  ‘‘parties  to  the  dispute,”  except  where  carrier  may 
have  agreed  with  employees  upon  any  one  or  more  of  said  rules,  in  which  case 
the  rule  or  rules  agreed  upon  shall  apply  on  said  road.  (Decision  No.  222.) 

223a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  Great  Western  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  250.) 

Dispute  regarding  reinstatement  of  section  laborer.  Decided:  That  claim  be 
denied.  Because  of  employee’s  action  in  suspending  work,  carrier  was  justified 
in  refusing  to  allow  him  to  return  to  Avork.  (Decision  No.  223.) 

224a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Butler  County  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  251.) 

Dispute  concerning  discharge  of  section  foremen  account  affiliation  AAith  labor 
unions  to  which  the  men  under  them  belonged.  Decided:  That  employees 
shall  be  reinstated  with  full  seniority  rights,  if  any,  and  that  reimbiu'sement 
should  be  made  for  time  lost,  provided  there  existed  on  this  road  a rule  guaran- 
teeing pay  for  time  lost  as  a result  of  unjust  dismissal  or  suspension.  (Decision 
No.  224.) 

225a.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  Railroad  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks, 
Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  257.) 

Shall  general  office  clerks  be  included  in  the  same  agreement  on  rules  and 
v/orking  conditions  as  the  clerks  outside  the  general  offices,  or  shall  the  general 
office  clerks  be  permitted  to  negotiate  a separate  agreement  for  themselves? 
Decided:  That  employees  in  question  should  be  covered  by  same  agreement  as 
other  clerks.  Groups  of  employees  covered  by  Decision  No.  220  constitute  class 
of  employees  covered  by  clerks’  agreement.  (Decision  No.  225.) 

226a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati, 
Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  259.) 

Question  as  to  classification  of  signal  department  employees.  Decided:  That 
the  management  should  confer  with  employees  with  a view  to  establishing 
certain  positions  of  assistant  signal  maintainers,  in  accordance  with  section  3, 
Article  I of  the  signalmen’s  national  agreement.  (Decision  No.  226.) 

227a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Texas  & Pacific  Railway,  (II,  R.  L,  B.,  262.) 

Under  Decision  No.  119,  have  the  carmen,  represented  by  the  Brotherhood  of 
Raihvay  Carmen  of  America,  the  right  to  represent  the  painters  who  have  con- 
cluded an  agreement  with  the  management,  dated  June  3,  1921,  negotiated 


CUMULATIVE  INDEX-DIGEST. 


917 


through  representatives  selected  by  the  painters  employed  and  who  desire  to 
retain  the  aforesaid  agreement?  Decided:  That  the  system  organization  is 

entitled  to  negotiate  agreement  on  rules  and  Avorldng  conditions,  including 
rules  for  the  painters.  Further  ordered  that  parties  proceed  to  negotiate  such 
agreement.  (Decision  No.  227.) 

228a.  San  Diego  & Arizona  Railway  v.  Certain  Specified  Classes  of  Employees. 

II,  R.  L.  B.,  265.) 

What  shall  constitute  reasonable  wages  for  various  positions?  Decided:  That 
effective  October  1,  1921,  rates  shall  be  established  covering  classes  named  in 
the  various  sections  by  deducting  from  increase  gi-anted  subsequent  to  February 
29,  1920,  60  per  cent  of  such  increase.  (Decision  No.  228.) 

229a.  Electric  Short  Line  Railway  v.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  267.) 

Question  regarding  proposed  reduced  rates  covering  train  and  engine  service 
employees.  Decided:  That  present  rates  applicable  to  engineers,  motormen, 

firemen,  conductors,  and  brakemen  shall  be  reduced  20  per  cent,  effective  October 
16,  1921.  (Decision  No.  229.) 

230a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Kansas  City,  Mexico  & Orient  Railroad  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  269.) 

Dispute  regarding  seniority  when  authorized  leave  of  absence  overstayed  by 
general  chairman  representing  employees.  Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  it  has 
always  been  recognized  practice  to  grant  leave  of  absence  to  general  chairmen, 
Board  decides  the  c-arrier  was  unjustified  and  that  tMs  employee  should  be 
restored  to  seniority  roster  with  standing  prior  to  expiration  of  last  leave  granted. 

( Decision  No.  230.) 

231a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Norfolk  & W’^estern  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  270.) 

Claim  of  foreman  for  compensation  during  period  when  extra  gang  over  which 
he  had  charge  was  laid  off.  Decided:  That  while  rules  quoted  in  the  employees’ 
position  proAude  for  retention  of  senior  men  in  reduction  of  force  or  temporary 
assignment,  inasmuch  as  employee  mentioned  made  no  effort  to  take  advantage 
of  these  proA’isions,  claim  for  compensation  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  231.) 

232a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  271.) 

ControA”ersy  as  to  what  shall  constitute  basic  year  for  employees  covered  by 
maintenance  of  way  national  agreement.  Employees  claim  that  the  hourly  rate 
for  all  monthly-rated  employees  coA^ered  by  the  proAusions  of  the  national  agree- 
ment should  be  computed  by  multiplying  306  by  8 and  diAuding  the  annual 
salary  by  the  total  hours.  Decided:  That  employees’  contention  is  denied. 
(Decision  No.  232.) 

233a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  W’ay  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Virginian  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  272.) 

Shall  the  work  performed  on  holidays  by  monthly-rated  foremen  be  paid  for 
in  addition  to  the  established  monthly  rate?  Decked:  That  Decision  No.  209 
of  the  Labor  Board  coA'ers  the  question  in  dispute  and  shall  govern  in  this  case. 
(Decision  No.  233.) 

234a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  Raihoad  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  272.) 

Claim  of  employees  that  car  repairers  be  compensated  for  suspension  of  five 
days.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  234.) 

235a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  272.) 

ControA^ersy  as  to  claim  of  freight  department  employees  for  pay  coA^ering  time 
lost  account  sickness.  Employees  claim  that  past  practice  discloses  employees 
absent  from  duty  account  sundry  reasons  for  periods  A^arying  from  1 to  31  days 
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and  have  in  eveiy  instance  been  paid  for  time  lost.  J)ecided:  That  claim  of  em- 
ployees is  sustained.  Decision  is  arrived  at  on  l^asis  of  national  agreement  rules 
and  does  not  necessarily  reflect  attitude  of  Labor  Board  on  similar  questions 
submitted  in  compliance  Avith  Decision  No.  119.  (Decision  No.  235.) 

236a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Stations  Employees  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway,  (il,  R.  L.  B.,  273.) 

Claim  of  clerk  in  freight  claim  department  for  pay  while  off  duty  account  death 
in  his  family.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  sustained.  Decision  is  arrived 
at  on  basis  of  national  agreement  rules  and  does  not  necessarily  reflect  attitude 
of  Labor  Board  on  similar  questions  submitted  in  compliance  with  Decision  No. 
119.  (Decision  No.  236.) 

237a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  CleriiSS,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  274.) 

Claim  of  clerk  in  auditor  of  passenger  accounts  department  for  pay  while  oft' 
duty  account  sickness.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  sustained.  Decision 
is  arrived  at  on  basis  of  national  aggreement  rules  and  does  not  necessarily  reflect 
attitude  of  Labor  Board  on  similar  questions  submitted  in  compliance  with 
Decision  No.  119.  (Decision  No.  237.) 

238a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System.  (H,  R,  L.  B.,  275.) 

Question  as  to  rate  at  which  vacancies  should  be  bulletined  for  certain  positions 
in  accounting  department.  Decided:  That  the  vacancy  in  question  should  have 
been  bulletined  at  $95  per  month  and  that  increase  provided  in  Decision  No.  2 
should  be  added  to  this  rate  if  it  was  established  by  authority  of  the  L'^'nited  States 
Railroad  Administration.  (Decision  No.  238.) 

239a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  275.) 

Question  as  to  bulletining  of  nonclerical  positions.  Decided:  That  inasmuch 
as  this  question  was  considered  in  accordance  with  Decision  No.  119,  interpre- 
tation of  the  rule  of  the  national  agreement  involved  at  this  time  is  not  necessary. 
This  does  not,  however,  prohibit  employees  from^  presenting  compensation  claims 
as  provided  in  agreement.  (Decision  No.  239.) 

240a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  276.) 

Classification  of  express  messenger  runs.  Carrier  states  that  the  only  question 
at  issue  is  whether  or  not  these  runs  are  to  be  considered  turnaround  runs,  and 
contends  that  turnaround  service  as  contemplated  by  rule  76  of  clerks’  agree- 
ment refers  only  to  service  where  the  messenger  is  returned  to  home  terminal 
each  day  or  when  one  or  more  round  trips  are  made  every  day,  and  that  the 
service  consisting  of  short  trips  and  long  trips  can  not  be  classed  as  short  turn- 
around service  simply  because  one  or  more  round  trips  are  made  during  a given 
month.  Decided:  That  position  of  carrier  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  240.) 

241a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac  Railroad  Co.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  277.) 

Was  the  action  of  the  carrier  in  abolishing  the  position  of  chief  car  record  clerk 
and  creating  the  position  of  car  accountant  in  Potomac  Yards  in  conflict  with 
national  agreement  rules,  and  does  the  position  of  car  accountant  come  within  the 
scope  of  said  rules?  Decid.ed:  That  carrier’s  action  in  abolishing  position  of 
chief  car  record  clerk  and  creating  position  of  car  accountant  is  not  a vdolation 
of  rule  84  of  clerks’  agreement.  Position  of  car  accountant  in  Potomac  Yards 
is  not  within  the  scope  of  clerks’  agreement.  (Decision  No.  241.) 

242a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System.  (II,  R.  L.  B,,  278.) 

Bulletining  of  position  of  valuation  accountant.  Decided:  That  inasmuch  as 
employee  in  question  left  carrier’s  service  August  28,  1920,  and  position  in  ques- 
tion was  abolished  October  1,  1920,  case  is  dismissed.  (Decision  No.  242.) 
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243a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana,  ('ll, 
R.  L.  B.,  278.) 

Controversy  with  regard  to  employee’s  claim  for  position.  Decided:  Employee 
not  connected  with,  carrier  prior  to  "being  employed  by  the  terminal  association ; 
that  he  entered  the  association  soon  after  its  organization;  therefore,  when  associ- 
ation passed  out  of  existence  carrier  was  not  obligated  to  furnish  employment. 
(Decision  No.  243.) 

244a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Cincinnati,  Indianapolis  & Western  Railroad  Co.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  279.) 

Controversy  as  to  position  of  price  clerk  not  having  been  bulletined  and  not 
awarded  to  senior  employee.  Employees  contend  that  senior  qualified  employee 
should  have  been  assigned,  and  request  reimbm-sement  for  the  difference  in  the 
salary  of  the  position  he  held  and  that  of  price  clerk.  Decided:  That  employees’ 
position  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  244.) 

245a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  280.) 

Controversy  relative  to  compensation  due  clerk  who  had  approximately  30 
months’  experience  in  clerical  work  similar  to  railroad  service.  Decided:  That 
this  employee  possessed  sufficient  experience  to  entitle  him  to  the  increase  of 
13  cents  per  hour  in  accordance  with  section  2,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2. 
(Decision  No.  245.) 

246a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
- Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  281.) 

Classification  and  rate  of  i>ay  for  red  cap  who  works  as  janitor  part  of  he  time. 
Decided:  That  the  position  is  properly  classified  as  red  cap  and  therefore 'does 
not  come  within  the  scope  of  the  clerks’  national  agreement.  (Decision  No.  246.) 

247a.  American  Train  Dispatchers’  Association  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  281.) 

Application  of  wage  increase  under  Decision  No.  2 to  monthly-rated  train  dis- 
patchers. Decided:  That  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2,  providing  that 
monthly  increase  should  be  based  on  204  hours  per  month,  covers  question  in 
dispute.  (Decision  No.  247.) 

248a.  American  Train  Dispatchers’  Association  v.  Wabash  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
282.) 

Question  as  to  compensation  due  dispatcher  for  time  lost  account  sickness. 
Decided:  That  w'hile  general  practice  precludes  pajunent  to  division  officers  for 
time  lost  account  sicffiiess,  where  necessary  to  employ  some  one  to  fill  vacancy, 
after  giffing  consideration  to  circuiPstances,  if  so  warranted,  employee  is  paid  for 
the  period  of  absence.  Inasmuch  as  dispatcher  involved  has  been  accorded  cus- 
tomary treatment,  claim  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  248.) 

u 

249a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
283.) 

Controversy  relative  to  compensation  for  employees  in  bridge  and  building  de- 
partment who  are  required  to  work,  wait,  or  travel,  as  regulated  by  train  service. 
Decided:  That  employees  in  question  are  properly  compensated  according  to  sec- 
tion (i)  of  maintenance  of  way  employees’  national  agreement.  (Decision  N o . 249 . ) 

250a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway.  (U,  R.  L.  B.,  284.) 

Shall  the  rate  of  coal- wharf  foreman  be  applied  to  section  foreman  who  super- 
vises coal-chute  operations  on  his  section?  Decided:  That  the  larger  portion  of  the 
work  of  the  foreman  in  question  is  that  of  section  foreman  and  he  should  therefore 
be  classified  and  paid  as  such.  (Decision  No.  250.) 
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251a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  285.) 

Dispute  in  connection  with  bulletined  position  not  awarded  to  employee  hold- 
ing seniority.  Decylded:  That  seniority  is  first  consideration  in  filling  positions,  but 
there  must  be  coupled  with  seniority  sufficient  fitness  and  ability;  therefore, 
employee  assigned  by  carrier  shall  not  be  displaced.  (Decision  No.  251.) 

252a.  Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad. 
(K,  R.  L.  B.,  286.) 

Rate  of  pay  applicable  to  automatic  signal  maintainers  in  normal  traffic  zones 
handling  wire  and  apparatus  carr>’ing  less  than  240  volts,  classified  under  Federal 
control  as  signalmen,  and  paid  as  electrical  workers,  first  class.  Decided:  That 
the  increase  provided  in  Decision  No.  2 shall  be  applied  to  the  rates  established 
by  the  Railroad  Administration.  (Decision  No.  252.) 

253a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
!>aborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  288.) 

Dispute  regarding  reinstatement  of  former  section  foreman  for  alleged  insubor- 
dination account  leaving  his  gang  to  visit  -with  neighboring  foreman.  Decided: 
That  claim  for  reinstatement  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  253.) 

254a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  288.) 

Dispute  regarding  reinstatement  of  former  section  foreman  dismissed  account 
general  unsatisfactory  service.  Decided:  That  claim  for  reinstatement  is  denied. 
(Decision  No.  254.) 

255a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  288.) 

Proper  classification  of  and  compensation  for  pumper  who,  the  employees  claim 
performed,  in  addition  to  his  duties  as  pumper,  special  work  requiring  continuous 
alertness  and  application.  Carrier  contends  that  duties  are  similar  to  majority  of 
other  pumpers.  Decided:  That  claim  for  reclassification  and  rate  denied.  (Deci- 
sion No.  255.) 

256a.  International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineers  v.  Missouri  Pacific 
Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  290.) 

Application  of  wage  increase  under  Decision  No.  2 to  stationary  engineers  in 
roundhouses,  paid  on  a monthly  basis.  Decided:  That  Interpretation  No.  1 to 
Decision  No.  2,  providing  that  monthly  increases  should  be  based  on  204  hour’s 
per  month,  covers  question  in  dispute.  (Decision  No.  256.) 

257a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
290.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  former  bridge  and  building  foreman  and  claim  for 
time  lost.  Decided:  That  employee  left  service  voluntarily;  therefore,  reinstate- 
ment and  pay  for  time  lost  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  257.) 

258a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Detroit  & Mackinac  Railway  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  293.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  foi’mer  section  foreman  dismissed  for  general 
unsatisfactory  service.  Decided:  That  request  for  reinstatement  is  denied. 
( Decision  No.  258.) 

259a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Illinois  Terminal  Raikoad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  293.) 

Shall  the  earner  meet  in  conference  and  negotiate  agreement  with  representa- 
tives of  system  federation?  Decided:  That  carrier  should  select  representatives 
and  hold  conferences  not  later  than  15  days  after  receipt  of  this  decision.  (De- 
cision No.  259.) 
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260a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  294.) 

Shall  the  rate  of  water  service  helpers  be  applied  to  section  laborers  for  work 
performed  incident  to  laying  w’ater  and  sewer  pipes?  Decided:  That  carrier  was 
within  its  rights  in  assigning  employees  to  assist  in  the  performance  of  work  in 
■ connection  with  laydng  pipes  'without  changing  the  classification  and  rate.  (De- 
cision No.  260.) 

261a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  295.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  bridge  and  building  gang  foreman  dismissed — 
reduced  to  another  position  which  he  failed  to  accept.  Decided:  That  reinstate- 
ment shall  not  be  granted.  (Decision  No.  261.) 

262a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System  (Eastern  Region.)  (II,  R.  L.  B., 

295. ) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  assistant  foreman  dismissed  from  service.  De- 
cided: That  request  for  reinstatement  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  262.) 

263a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  295.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  clerk  in  stores  department.  Decided:  That  re- 
quest for  reinstatement  is  denied,  (Decision  No.  263.) 

264a.  Brotherhood  of  Railw’ay  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Stafion  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System  (Eastern  Region).  (II,  R.  L.  B., 

296. ) 

Claim  of  outside  yard  clerk  for  pay  for  time  lost  while  suspended  from  duty. 
Decided:  That  claim  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  264.) 

2G5a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Emoloyees  v.  Pennsylvania  System  (Eastern  Region).  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
296.) 

Claim  of  yard  clerk  for  pay  for  time  lost  while  under  suspension.  Decided: 
That  claim  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  265.) 

266a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System  (Eastern  Region).  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
296.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  yard  clerk  dismissed  from  serA’ice.  Decided: 
That  employees’  request  is  denied.  (Decision  No,  266.) 

267a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  296.) 

Claim  for  pay  under  overtime-and-call  rule,  in  addition  to  compensation  for 
regular  assignment,  for  operator  required  to  perform  service  outside  of  regular 
assigned  hours.  Decided:  That  claim  of  the  emplovees  is  denied.  (Decision  No. 
267.) 

268a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  (5o.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  297.) 

Are  employees  who  operate  multigraph  machines  entitled  to  an  increase  of  13 
cents  per  hour  or  10  cents  per  hour  under  Decision  No.  2?  Decided:  That  em- 
ployees involved  should  be  increased  according  to  their  experience,  in  accordance 
with  sections  2 or  3,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2.  ( Decision  No.  268.) 

269a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  298.) 

Dispute  concerning  bulletined  position  not  awarded  senior  applicant  account 
California  State  law  prohibiting  employment  of  'Vv^omen  for  more  than  eight  hours 
per  day.  Decided:  That  employee  in  question  had  sufficient  fitness  and  ability, 
but  in  Anew  of  regulations  of  State  Avelfare  commission  of  State  of  California,  Board 
sustains  carrier’s  refusal  to  make  assignment  to  a w^oman.  (Decision  No,  269.) 
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270a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  299.) 

Application  for  reinstatement  of  clerk.  Decided:  That  employees’  request  be 
denied.  (Decision  No.  270.) 

271a.  American  Train  Dispatchers’  Association  v.  Wabash  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
299.) 

Request  of  assistant  chief  dispatcher  for  promotion  to  former  position.  Decided: 
That  request  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  271.) 

272a.  American  Train  Dispatchers’  Association  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway, 
ai,  R.  L.  B.,  299.) 

Claim  of  dispatchers  for  time  worked  in  excess  of  regular  assignment.  As  time 
worked  was  due  to  one  day’s  sickness  of  dispatcher,  which  required  each  of  two 
other  dispatchers  to  work  four  hours  overtime,  the  carrier  allowed  the  two  dis- 
patchers in  question  one  day  each  at  their  regular  rate  for  this  service  and  the 
third  dispatcher  one  day’s  compensation  for  time  off  account  sickness.  Decided: 
That  claim  for  overtime  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  272.) 

273a.  American  Train  Dispatchers’  Association  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway. 
(II,  R.  L.  B„  300.) 

Claim  of  train  dispatcher  for  actual  necessary  expenses  when  required  to  leave 
established  headquarters.  Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  dispatcher  in  question  was 
not  required  to  leave  his  established  headquarters  for  purpose  of  relieving  dis- 
patcher at  another  point,  employees’  claim  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  273.) 

274a.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul 
Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  301.) 

Shall  train  dispatcher  be  reinstated  with  full  seniority  rights  and  paid  for  all 
time  lost,  after  having  failed  to  accept  the  position  to  which  he  was  demoted? 
Decided:  That  request  for  reinstatement  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  274.) 

275a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  301.) 

Request  of  clerk  for  reinstatement  with  pay  for  time  lost.  Dismissed  account 
unsatisfactory  service.  Decided:  That  employees’  request  is  denied.  (Decision 
No.  275.) 

276a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  302.) 

Claim  for  pay  under  call  rule.  Canier  claims  that  employee  was  paid  for  extra 
service  in  accordance  with  rules  of  agreement,  in  addition  to  compensation  for 
regular  assignment,  account  working  on  messenger  run  after  expiration  of  eight 
hours  on  assigned  business.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Deci- 
sion No.  276.) 

277a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Railw^ay  System.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  303.) 

Question  as  to  proper  date  to  be  used  as  a basis  in  adding  increases  in  wages 
under  Decision  No.  2 to  positions  increased  on  or  after  March  1,  1920.  Decided: 
That  Interpretation  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  2,  providing  that  increases  shall  be 
added  to  rates  in  effect  at  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920,  applies.  (Decision  No. 
277.) 

278a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  303.) 

Controversy  regarding  proper  compensation  for  clerk  temporarily  assigned  to 
higher  rated  position.  Employees  claim  that  clerk  is  entitled  to  the  overtime 
rate  of  the  temporary  position.  Decided:  That  claim  of  the  employees  is  denied. 
(Decision  No.  278.) 
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279a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  304.) 

Claim  for  compensation  for  extra  clerk  at  overtime  rate  for  performing  work 
in  excess  of  8 hours  within  a 24-hoiir  period.  Carrier  claims  tliat  extra  clerk  was 
not  assigned  to  any  particular  kind  of  work  but  merely  filling  vacant  positions 
in  various  departments.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (De- 
cision No.  279.) 

280a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Gulf,  Colorado  & Santa  Fe  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  304.) 

Claim  of  clerical  employees  for  additional  compensation  for  work  performed 
on  Sunday  afternoons  during  the  summer  months  of  the  year  1920.  Carrier 
claims  it  was  not  the  established  practice  to  give  emplo>;ees  Saturday  afternoons 
off.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  280.) 

281a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  305.) 

Claim  of  the  employees  that  the  abolition  of  positions  of  second  messenger 
and  the  creation  of  positions  of  helpers  on  express  runs  is  in  ^iolation  of  rule  91 
of  clerks’  national  agreement  which,  in  train  ser\dce,  eliminated  necessity  for 
these  employees  returning  as  messengers  on  westbound  trains — resulting  in  their 
being  classified  as  helpers  and  paid  rate  applicable  to  adjacent  territory.  De- 
cided: That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  281.) 

282a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  306.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  express  employee  dismissed  account  absenting 
himself  without  permission.  Decided:  That  employees’  request  is  denied.  (De- 
cision No.  282.) 

283a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Hnadiers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  307.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  express  employee.  Decided:  That  request  is 
denied.  (Decision  No.  283.) 

284a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  307.) 

Claim  of  employees  that  position  of  telephone  switchboard  operator  should  be 
a clerical  position  and  be  included  in  the  clerical  seniority  roster.  Carrier  claims 
that  only  clerical  work  performed  by  this  employee  is  to  keep  a tally  of  the  num- 
ber'of  calls  made.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision 
No.  284.) 

285a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Emplyees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  308.) 

Bulletining  of  position  of  voucher  clerk,  which  employees  claim  was  never 
actually  vacated.  Carrier  states  that  the  position  was  bulletined  and  assigned 
to  senior  qualified  employee  and  the  evidence  indicates  that  all  rules  were 
strictly  adhered  to.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision 
No.  285.) 

286a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & Potomac  Railroad  Co.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  309.) 

Are  employee  performing  n^essary  duties*  in  and  around  stations  entitled 
to  12-cent  increase  under  Decision  No.  2?  Decided:  That  employees  in  question 
are  not  station  or  platform  freight  handlers  or  truckers,  therefore,  are  not  entitled 
to  increase  of  12  cents  specified  in  Decision  No.  2.  (Decision  No.  286.) 

287a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  309.) 

Request  for  increased  rate  of  pay  for  express  m^sengers  on  one  carrier  to 
equalize  with  rates  paid  by  another  carrier  operating  between  the  same  points. 
Canier  states  that  these  differentials  in  rates  have  always  existed.  Decided: 
That  request  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  287.) 
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288a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  II,  R.  L.  B.,  310.) 

Request  that  position  of  ticket  clerk  l^e  restored  to  the  employee  previously 
holding  same,  and  that  he  be  reimbursed  for  difference  between  the  rate  of  said 
position  and  the  position  he  has  since  held.  The  carrier  states  that  a decrease 
in  business  necessitated  the  abolition  of  the  position.  Decided:  That  claim  of 
employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  288.) 

289a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  310.) 

Seniority  rights  of  employees  accepting  supervisory  positions.  Decided:  That 
appointment  to  position  of  roadmaster  did  not  constitute  temporary  appointment, 
and  continuity  of  service  was  not  disturbed  bv  said  appointment.  'Decision 
No.  289.) 

290a.  New  Orleans  Great  Northern  Railroad  v.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engi- 
neers et  ai.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  312.) 

Request  of  carrier  for  decrease  in  rates  of  pay  for  its  train  and  engine  seiwice 
employees,  maintenance  of  equipment  employees,  and  agents  and  operators. 
Decided:  That  the  decreased  rates  prescribed  in  this  decision  shall  apply  to  the 
carrier  in  question.  Decision  contains  dissenting  opinion.  (Decision  No.  290.) 

291a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A,  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sault  Ste.  Marie  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  321.) 

Has  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  the  right  to  negotiate  an  agreement  covering 
employees  performing  mechanics’  work  in  the  maintenance  and  repair  of  water 
service  equipment,  coal-chute  machinery,  etc.,  coming  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  bridge  and  building  department?  Decided:  That  if  federation  so  elects, 
agreement  may  be  made  to  cover  all  employees  mentioned,  provided  this  decision 
does  not  interfere  with  special  rules  necessary  to  properly  operate  said  depart- 
ment. (Decision  No.  291.) 

292a.  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  Philadelphia  & Reading  Rail  wav. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  322.) 

Has  the  carrier  complied  with  provisions  of  agreement  which  requhe  30  days’ 
notice  in  writing  before  changing  same?  Employees  claim  they  did  not  receive 
copy  of  revised  rules  proposed  by  the  carrier.  Decided:  That  the  cai’rier  has 
complied  with  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  herein  referred  to.  (Decision 
No.  292.) 

293a.  Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  323.) 

Dispute  in  regard  to  'proper  compensation  for  hourly-rated  employees  sent  out 
from  home  station  to  perform  work.  Decided:  That  sections  18  and  20  of  signal- 
men’s national  agreement  are  properly  applicable  to  the  service  in  question. 
(Decision  No.  293.) 

294a,  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  324.) 

Question  as  to  assistant  superintendent’s  position,  vehicle  ser\dce,  coming 
within  scope  of  agreement  effective  February  15,  1920.  Decided:  That  the 
position  in  question  does  not  come  within  the  scope  of  agreement  mentioned, 
and  emplovees’  request  that  it  be  bulletined  for  bid  is  denied.  (Decision  No. 
294.) 

295a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  325.) 

Request  that  free  sleeping  quarters  be  established  for  train-serAUce  messengers. 
Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  this  is  not  a requirement  by  order  or  agreement  and 
such  quarters  are  established  voluntarily  by  carrier,  claim  of  employees  is  denied. 
(Decision  No.  295.) 

296a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  326.) 

^ Request  for  reinstatement  of  express  employees,  dismissed  from  ser^dee.  De- 
cided: That  request  for  reinstatement  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  296.) 
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297a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  326.) 

Question  as  to  proper  method  of  rating  inexperienced  clerics.  Employees  con- 
tend that  positions  and  not  employees  should  be  rated.  The  carrier  contends 
that  the  agreement  specifically  preserves  the  right  to  rate  employees  for  the  first 
12  months  of  ser\dce  and  thereafter  pay  the  rate  of  the  position  to  which  assigned. 
Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  297.) 

298a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  327.) 

Claim  for  the  application  of  Decision  No.  2 to  part-time  express  employees  who 
attend  school  and  are  employed  on  an  hourly  basis  for  short  periods.  Decided: 
That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  298.) 

299a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Ann  Arbor  Railroad  et  al.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  328.) 

Inquiry  and  proceedings  instituted  and  conducted  by  the  Labor  Board  regard- 
ing threatened  general  strike.  Decided:  That  when  any  changes  in  wages,  con- 
tracts, or  rules  are  contemplated  or  proposed  by  either  party,  conferences  must 
be  had  as  directed  by  the  Transportation  Act,  and  ^vhere  agreements  are  not 
reached,  disputes  must  be  brought  before  the  Labor  Board  for  adjustment,  pend- 
ing which  no  action  shall  be  taken  or  changes  made  by  either  party.  (Decision 
No.  299.) 

300a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  329.) 

Request  that  rate  of  pay  and  overtime  provisions  of  ash-pit  men  be  applied  to 
employees  engaged  in  similar  service,  and  that  such  ov^ertime  provisions  be  made 
retroactive  to  effective  date  of  maintenance  of  way  employees’  national  agree- 
ment. Decided:  That  at  points  where  there  is  sufficient  amount  of  work  to  occupy 
the  time  of  one  or  more  men,  such  man  or  men  shall  be  paid  the  rate  and  receive 
the  overtime  conditions  established  by  ash-pit  men.  This  decision  shall  be 
effectiv’e  as  of  November  1,  1921-.  (Decision  No.  300.) 

30ia.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  330.) 

What  increase,  under  the  provusions  of  Decision  No.  2,  should  have  been  applied 
to  rates  of  pay  for  laborers  employed  at  coal  wharves  on  line  of  road  and  at  termi- 
nals? Decided:  That  rates  established  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  Railroad 
Administration  shall  be  the  basis  for  applying  increases  under  Decision  No.  2 for 
the  employees  in  question.  (Decision  No.  301.) 

3©2a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Denver  Union  Terminal  Railway  Co.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  331.) 

Claini  of  telegraph  operator  for  pay  under  overtime-and-call  rule  for  working 
the  entire  period  of  another  assignment  in  addition  to  compensation  for  regular 
assignment.  Carrier  made  payment  at  the  straight-time  rate  of  the  position 
filled.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  302.) 

303a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  332.) 

Question  as -to  proper  classification  and  compensation  for  certain  employees  at 
wood-preserving  plant.  Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  evidence  submitted  is  not 
sufficiently  clear.  Board  is  not  justified  in  rendering  decision  and,  therefore, 
directs  that  representativ^es  of  all  parties  directly  interested  arrange  to  jointly 
conduct  further  investigation  and  if  unable  to  agree,  to  resubmit  the  case  to  the 
Labor  Board.  (Decision  No.  303.) 

304a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamsliip  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co,  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  333.) 

Claim  of  messenger  for  rate  of  pay  applicable  to  position  awarded  by  bulletin, 
account  not  haying  been  assigned  to  new  position  within  10  days.  Decided: 
That  employee  involv'ed  is  entitled  to  the  rate  of  position  of  express  messenger 
between  points  mentioned  on  expiration  of  10-day  period  allowed  carrier  for 
as.signment.  (Decision  No.  304.) 
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305a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  334.) 

Claim  for  additional  compensation  covering  holiday  service.  Employees 
claim  that  they  were  required  to  take  a day  off  in  lieu  of  the  holidays  which  they 
worked,  but  the  carrier  contends  that  the  employees  accepted  the  day  off  without 
protest,  and  when  objection  was  made  that  the  practice  w^as  discontinued.  De- 
cided: That  claim  of  employees  is  sustained . (Decision  No.  305.) 

306a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  335.) 

Claim  of  clerical  employees  for  14  days’  pay  for  2 weeks’  vacation.  Decided: 
That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  306.) 

307a.  Association  of  Colored  Railway  Trainmen  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad  et  al. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  336.) 

Request  for  the  discontinuance  of  rule  covering  reduction  in  force  of  train- 
service  employees  which  provides  that  displacement  will  be  made  in  the  order 
of  seniority  regardless  of  color,  but  restricts  the  employment  of  Negroes  in  cer- 
tain kinds  of  service.  Decided:  That  Board  can  not  approve  of  any  discrimination 
favoring  either  white  or  colored  employees  in  application  of  rule  mentioned. 
Complaint  dismissed  and  request  denied.  (Decision  No.  307.) 

308a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Rail- 
road. (II,  R.  L.  B.,  337.) 

Question  as  to  rate  of  pay  applicable  to  new'type  of  locomotive  leased  tem- 
porarily from  other  lines.  Decided:  That  the  rate  covering  locomotive  temporarily 
borrov/ed  shall  be  the  same  as  the  rates  paid  by  the  borrowing  carrier  for  its  loco- 
motives which  come  within  the  corresponding  ‘‘weight  on  drivers”  classification. 
(Decision  No.  308.) 

309a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Litchfield  & Madison  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  337.) 

Dispute  regarding  reinstatement  of  former  section  foreman.  Decided:  That 
request  for  reinstatement  of  employee  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  309.) 

310a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  et  al.  v.  Oregon- Wash- 
ington Railroad  & Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  337.) 

Request  for  amendment  of  schedule  rule,  which  defines  local  or  way  freight 
service.  Decided:  That  parties  at  interest  having  agreed  upon  settlement,  same  is 
withdrawn  from  consideration  by  the  Board.  (Decision  No.  310.) 

311a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad 
& Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  338.) 

Request  for  rule  guaranteeing  men  in  assigned  service  same  mileage  per  day 
for  each  day  of  assignment.  Decided:  That  parties  at  interest  having  agreed  upon 
settlement,  case  withdrawn  from  consideration  by  the  Board.  (Decision  No. 
311.) 

312a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad 
& Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  338.) 

Request  for  new  rule  allowing  engineers  and  firemen  80-cent  differential  per 
100  miles  above  valley  rates  on  certain  districts.  Decided:  Parties  at  interest 
agreed  upon  settlement  in  this  case  and  withdrew  same  from  consideration  by 
the  Board.  (Decision  No.  312.) 

313a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  et  al.  v.  Oregon- Wash- 
ington Railroad  & Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  338.) 

Request  for  new  rule  allowing  engineers  and  firemen  to  report  for  and  be  relieved 
from  duty  at  passenger  station.  Decided:  Parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  settle- 
ment and  wdthdrew  case  from  consideration  by  the  Board.  (Decision  No.  313.) 
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314a.  Broth^hood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  et  al.  v.  Oregon-Wash- 
ington  Railroad  & Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  339.) 

Request  for  niles  provuding  for  payment  of  initial  and  terminal  switching  and 
delays  on  the  minute  basis.  Decided:  PaiHes  at  interest  have  agreed  on  settle- 
mentand  case  is  withdrawn  from  consideration  by  this  Board.  (Decision  No.  314.) 

315a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  et  a!,  v.  Oregon- Wash- 
ington Railroad  & Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  339.) 

Request  for  new  rule  providing  that  the  adjustment  of  claims  will  establieii 
the  basis  for  adjustment  of  similar  claims.  Decided:  Parties  at  interest  having 
agreed  on  settlement,  case  is  withdrawn  from  consideration  by  this  Board.  (De- 
cision No.  315.) 

316a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  et  al.  v.  Oregon- Wash- 
ington Railroad  & Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  339.) 

Request  for  rules  governing  hostler  service.  Decided:  Parties  at  interest 
agreed  upon  settlement  of  this  case  and  withdrew  same.  (Decision  No.  316.) 

317a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  v.  Oregon- Washington 
Railroad  & Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  339.) 

Time  claim  of  fireman  account  being  refused  permission  to  displace  engineer 
on  hostling  position.  Decided:  Parties  at  interest  having  agreed  upon  settlement, 
ease  is  withdrawn  from  consideration  by  Board.  (Decision  No.  317.) 

318a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  340.) 

Claim  of  brakemen  in  suburban  passenger  service  for  minimum  passenger  day 
for  extra  service  performed  before  beginning  regular  assignment  during  October, 
1919.  Decided:  That  because  of  matters  in  dispute  having  occurred  before 
passage  of  Transportation  Act,  Board  is  without  jurisdiction.  Application  is 
therefore  dismissed.  (Decision  No.  318:) 

319a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  340.)  - 

Claim  of  conductors  and  other  trainmen,  assigned  to  through  and  irregular 
freight  service,  for  local  rates  of  pay.  Decided:  That  matter  complained  of  hav- 
ing occurred  prior  to  passage  of  Transportation  Act,  Board  is  without  jurisdiction. 
(Decision  No.  319.) 

320a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  341.) 

Claim  for  time  consumed  by  through  and  irregular  freight  crews  setting  out 
and  putting  in  cars  and  trains  en  route.  Decided:  That  matter  complained  of  liav'- 
ing  occurred  before  passage  of  Transportation  Act,  Board  decides  it  is  without 
jurisdiction.  (Decision  No.  320.) 

321a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific 
System).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  341.) 

Claim  of  passenger  brakeman  for  deadhead  one  way  to  terminal  and  return  in 
service.  Decided:  That  matters  complained  of  having  occurred  prior  to  passage 
of  Transportation  Act,  Board  is  without  jurisdiction.  (Decision  No.  321.) 

322a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  341.) 

Claim  for  back  pay  under  provision  of  Decision  No.  2 for  employee  dismissed 
from  ser\dce  during  the  retroactive  period  of  said  decision.  Decided:  That  em- 
ployees dismissed  from  the  service  for  any  reason  are  entitled  to  back  pay  for 
ser\dces  performed  during  the  retroactive  period,  except  such  employees  who 
voluntarily  suspend  work  and  come  wdthin  the  scope  of  Order  No.  1 and  Decision 
No.  1,  issued  by  the  Labor  Board.  (Decision  No.  322.) 

323a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Tnunmen  et  al.  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad, 
(n,  R.  L.  B.,  342.) 

Claim  of  conductor  for  work-train  rate  of  pay  while  on  duty  in  yard  service. 
Decided:  That  employee’s  claim  can  not  be  sustained.  (Decision  No.  323.) 
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324a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  343.) 

Claim  of  conductors  that  all  runs  on  system  be  considered  as  new  runs  and  adver- 
tised as  such,  account  general  wage  increase.  _ Decided:  That  rules  similar  to  this 
are  of  general  nature  and  usually  apply  to  individual  or  small  groups  of  runs,  but 
are  not  intended  to  apply  when  general  increase  is  made  applicable  to  all  runs 
on  system.  Refusal  of  carrier  to  rebulletin  runs  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  324.). 

325a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Raiload.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  344.) 

Request  for  relief  from  payment  of  water  license  for  water  furnished  employees 
residing  in  company-owned  houses.  Decided:  Request  denied,  provided  tliere 
is  no  change  made  by  the  carrier  in  regard  to  the  present  aiTangement  as  to  rental. 
(Decision  No.  325.) 

326a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen  et  al.  v.  Chicago,  Terre 
Haute  & Southeastern  Railway.  ^II,  R.  L.  B.,  344.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  engineer  dismissed  account  sliding  the  drivers  on 
engine.  Decided:  That  in  view  of  this  employee’s  personal  record  in  service  he 
shall  be  reinstated  without  impairment  to  seniority.  (Decision  No.  326.) 

327a.  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  Chicago,  Terre  Haute  & South- 
eastern Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  345.) 

Controversy  regarding  dismissal  of  carmen.  Decided:  That  dismissal  by  canie 
is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  327.) 

328a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  345.) 

The  question  in  dispute  is  in  regard  to  the  right  of  carrier  to  lay  off  carpenter 
gangs  and  to  contract  for  the  building  of  a new  depot  by  construction  company. 
Decided:  That  carrier  did  not  violate  the  provisions  of  the  agreement.  (Decision 
No.  328.) 

329a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Denver  & Rio  Grande  Railroad,  (H,  R.  L,  B.,  346.) 

Controversy  regarding  discharge  of  bridge  and  building  carpenter.  Decided: 
That  the  employee  in  question  shall  be  reinstated  to  former  porition  with  seniority 
rights  unimpaired.  Request  for  compensation  covering  time  lost  denied.  (Deci- 
sion No.  329.) 

330a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Union  Pacific  Raihoad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  346.) 

Dispute  regarding  payment  of  overtime  to  monthly-rated  employees  in  the 
maintenance  of  way  department.  Employees  claim  that  the  hourly  rate  of 
monthly-rated  employees  should  be  based  on  306  eight-hour  days  per  year. 
Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  330.) 

331a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railway  Co,  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  347.) 

Classification  and  rate  of  pay  for  employees  assigned  as  engine  supply  men. 
Decided:  That  employees  in  question  come  under  provisions  of  section  8,  Article 
III,  Decision  No.  2,  and  shall  be  paid  accordingly.  (Decision  No.  331.) 

332a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  348.) 

Was  the  carrier  justified  in  discontinuing  a 3-cent  differential  to  carpenter 
foremen  and  carpenters,  which  differential  was  specified  in  agreement  entered 
into  prior  to  Government  control?  Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  the  discontinuance 
of  this  differential  (which  was  in  effect  a reduction  in  pay)  should  have  been 
properly  _ handled  in  accordance  with  provisions  of  Transportation  Act,  said 
differential  shall  be  restored.  (Decision  No.  332.) 
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333a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
^Laborers  v.  Wheeling  & Lake  Erie  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  348.) 

Request  for  leave  of  absence  and  transportation  for  general  chairmen.  Decided: 
That  request  of  this  employee  is  justified.  Recognized  and  time-honored  prac- 
tice to  gi-ant  leave  of  absence  and  transportation  to  general  chairmen  representing 
large  groups  of  employees.  (Decision  No.  333.) 

334a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Cincinnati,  Indianapolis  & W’^estern  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  349.) 

Dispute  concerning  carrier’s  method  of  reducing  expenses.  Decided:  That  the 
carrier  did  not  violate  provisions  of  agreement  in  making  reductions  outlined. 
Employees’  claim  for  pay  for  time  lost  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  334.) 

335a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  351.) 

Claim  of  employees  that  derrick  enpneers  and  firemen  in  the  maintenance  of 
way  department  have  the  right  to  positions  of  engine  v/atchmen.  Carrier  claims 
that  there  is  no  rule  in  agreement  preventing  discontinuance  of  an  unnecessary 
position  nor  preventing  an  employee  in  one  department  working  jointly  in  two 
departments.  DmWed-  That  claim  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  335.) 

336a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  351.) 

Claim  of  employees  for  travel  time  account  removal  of  headquarters  of  carpenter 
gang.  Carrier  claims  that  Railroad  Administration  decision  gave  employees 
(members  of  gangs)  the  privilege  of  riding  to  and  from  headquarters  Monday 
morning  and  Saturday  nights  but  did  not  extend  this  allowance  to  employees 
subsequently  entering  such  gangs  of  their  own  accord.  Decided:  That  employees’ 
claim  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  336.) 

337a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  &_Pittsburgh  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  352.) 

Question  as  to  right  of  carrier  in  assigning  bridge  carpenter  to  operate  derrick  in 
conjunction  with  other  duties.  Decided:  That  carrier  has  not  violated  any  of  the 
pimdsions  of  agreement  in  so  assigning  the  work.  (Decision  No.  337.) 

338a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v.  Ann 
Arbor  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  353.) 

Is  it  the  intention  of  the  rules  governing  the  Federated  Shop  Crafts  that  em- 
ployees be  paid  for  time  traveling  to  their  home  station  when  such  employees 
are  permitted  to  go  to  bed  for  five  hours  or  more  on  the  cars  on  which  they 
are  traveling?  Decided:  That  under  provisions  of  rule  in  effect,  employees  in 
question  shall  be  paid  for  travel  time  regardless  of  whether  relieved  and  allowed 
to  rest  five  or  more  hours  on  cars  in  which  traveling.  ( Decision  No.  338. ) 

339a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Trinity  & Brazos  Valley  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  353.) 

Question  as  to  seniority  rights  of  general  foreman  assigned  as  bridge  and  building 
foreman.  Decided:  That  the  appointment  to  roadmaster’s  position  did  not  con- 
stitute temporary  appointment;  that  continuity  of  service  was  not  disturbed  by 
said  appointment,  and  that  as  a result  of  being  demoted  employee  is  not  entitled 
to  position  of  bridge  and  building  foreman.  (Decision  No.  339.) 

340a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  354.) 

Claim  of  employees  that  former  night  derrick  engineer,  whose  position  was 
abolished,  is  entitled  to  displace  junior  day  derrick  engineer.  Rules  provide 
that  promotion  shall  be  based  on  ability,  merit,  and  seniority,  and  that  the 
management  shall  be  the  judge.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied. 

( Decision  No.  340. ) 
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341a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  355.) 

Question  as  to  proper  classification  of  car  repairer  alleged  to  be  performing 
blacksmith’s  work.  Decided:  That  if  employee  performs  work  specified  in  joint 
statement,  classification  is  proper,  but  if  work  in  addition  to  that  mentioned  i., 
performed,  he  should  be  reclassified  and  paid  as  blacksmith.  (Decision  No.  341.' 

342a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  St.  Louis  & Hannibal  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  355.) 

Request  that  former  section  foreman  be*  returned  to  position  with  pay  for 
time  lost.  Decided:  That  employees’  claim  is  denied.  This  employee  is  now 
acting  as  bridge  and  building  carpenter,  receiving  a higher  rate  of  compensation 
than  section  foreman,  and  appears  to  be  satisfied.  (Decision  No.  342.) 

343a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 

356.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  employee  dismissed  from  service.  Decided:  That 
request  for  reinstatement  of  employee  in  question  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  343.) 

344a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Boston  & Maine  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  356.) 

Request  of  employee  for  return  to  his  former  position  as  pier  foreman.  Decided: 
That  request  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  344.) 

345a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  ad  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Union  Pacific  Sy^em.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  356.) 

Dispute  concerning  bulletined  position  not  awarded  senior  applicant,  account 
Nebraska  State  law  prohibiting  employment  of  women  for  more  than  54  hours  in 
one  week.  Decided:  That  in  view  of  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Nebraska  wdth 
respect  to  the  hours  of  employment  for  women,  the  Board  sustains  the  carrier’s 
refusal  to  make  assignment.  (Decision  No.  345.) 

346a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Northwestern  Pacific  Railroad 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  357.) 

Claim  for  additional  pay  for  extra  brakeman  performing  short  turn-round  pas- 
senger service.  Decided:  Parties  at  interest  having  agreed  upon  settlement,  case 
is  withdrawn  from  consideration  by  Board.  (Decision  No.  346.) 

347a.  Northwestern  Pacific  Railroad  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  a!. 
(II,  R.  L,  B.,  358.) 

Claim  regarding  application  of  through  freight  rates  to  service  now  paying  pas- 
senger rates  where  crew  is  required  to  perform  miscellaneous  service  en  route. 
Decided:  That  under  rules  in  effect,  claim  for  through  freight  rates  is  not  justified. 
(Decision  No.  347.) 

348a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Northwestern  Pacific  Railroad. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  359.) 

Claim  of  conductor  and  crew  for  one  day’s  pay  account  handling  water  car  en 
route.  Decided:  Parties  at  interest  agreed  upon  settlement  and  withdrew  same 
from  consideration  by  this  Board.  (Decision  No.  348.) 

349a.  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Railway 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  360.) 

Question  as  to  application  of  increases  under  Decision  No.  2 for  stationary  fire- 
men. Decided:  That  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2,  providing  that 
monthly  increases  should  be  based  on  204  hours  per  month,  covers  question  in 
dispute.  (Decision  No.  349.) 

350a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  360.) 

Shall  the  employees  who  exercise  direct  supervision  over  and  are  held  responsi- 
ble for  the  work  of  coach  cleaners  receive  5 cents  per  hour  above  maximum  paid 
coach  cleaners  at  points  employed?  Decided:  Yes.  (Decision  No.  350.) 
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351a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  y.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Westera  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  361.) 

Claim  for  back  pay  for  employee  who  resigned  from  one  department  and 
accepted  service  in  another  department  of  the  same  carrier.  Decided:  That  claim 
of  employee  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  351.) 

352a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Westei-n  Railroad.  (II,  R,  L.  B.,  361.) 

Proper  classification  and  rating  for  certain  pump-house  employees.  Decided: 
That  the  increases  specified  in  Decision  No.  2 should  be  added  to  the  rate  estab- 
lished by  the  Railroad  Administration,  inasmuch  as  employees  in  question  are 
considered  engineers  within  meaning  of  Supplement  No.  7 to  General  Order 
No.  27.  (Decision  No.  352.) 

353a.  Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & St.  Louis  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  362.) 

Was  employee  entitled  to  overtime  for  first  shift  worked  in  car  department 
^ after  making  change,  by  exercising  seniority  rights?  Decided:  That  the  overtime 
rate  should  have  been  allowed  this  employee  for  the  first  shift  of  change  referred 
to,  inasmuch  as  the  national  agreement  rule  makes  no  distinction  as  to  whether 
or  not  employee  is  transferred  at  instance  of  carrier  or  of  his  own  accord. 
(Decision  No.  353.) 

354a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  363.) 

Claim  of  employee  for  back  pay  for  time  lost  account  ha\'ing  been  denied  the 
pri\ilege  of  displacing  the  junior  employ  ee  in  the  subdepartment  in  which  he 
was  working.  The  carrier  originally  claimed  that  seniority  began  anew  upon 
each  promotion,  but  agreed  to  cumulative  seniority  and  the  right  of  displacement 
provided  the  railroad  comjDany  would  not  be  thereby  penalized.  Decided:  That 
employees’  contention  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  354.) 

355a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  364.) 

Claim  of  employees  for  punitive  overtime  rate  for  Sunday  wrecking  seinice. 
Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  355.) 

356a.  Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  364.) 

WTiat  rate  of  pay  is  applicable  to  si^al  department  helper  assigned  temporarily 
as  assistant  signal  maintainer?  Decided:  That  temporary  employee  should  have 
received  same  rate  of  pay  allowed  the  employee  permanently  assigned  to  the 
position.  (Decision  No.  ^56.) 

357a.  Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Minneapolis  & St.  Louis  Railroad  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  366.) 

Shall  system  federation  representing  Federated  Shop  Crafts  negotiate  an  agree- 
ment covering  mechanics  in  bridge  and  building  department?  Decided:  That 
agreement  between  system  federation  shall,  if  federation  elects,  cover  all 
employees  comprised  in  craft  or  class,  pro^dded  such  procedure  does  not  operate 
to  prevent  negotiation  of  necessary  special  rules.  (Decision  No.  357.) 

358a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  367.) 

Shall  differential  for  fire  cleaners  on  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  be  eliminated? 
Decided:  No.  (Decision  No.  358.) 

359a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System.  (li,  R.  L.  B.,  367.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  warehouse  clerk  dismissed  from  service.  Decided: 
Thai  employee^}’  request  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  259.) 
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360a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  367.) 

Request  that  position  be  biilletined,  the  rates  of  which  w’ere  changed  by  the 
carrier  in  the  general  wage  increase  granted  to  express  employees.  Decided: 
That  request  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  360.) 

361a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  368.) 

Question  as  to  application  of  Decision  No.  3 increase  to  certain  positions  in- 
creased subsequent  to  March  1, 1921.  Decided:  That  increases  granted  in  Decision 
No.  3,  covering  employees  in  express  service,  shall  be  added  to  the  rates  in  effect 
March  1,  1920.  Employees’  request  therefore  denied.  (Decision  No.  361.) 

362a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  369.) 

Request  of  employees  that  senior  applicant  be  assigned  to  position  in  another 
seniority  district.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision 
No.  362.) 

363a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  370.) 

Question  as  to  application  of  Decision  No.  3 increases  to  certain  positions 
increased  subsequent  to  March  1,  1920.  Decided:  That  increase  granted  in 
Decision  No.  3,  covering  employees  in  express  service,  shall  be  added  to  the 
rates  in  effect  March  1,  1920.  Employees’  request  therefore  denied.  (Decision 
No.  363.) 

364a.  American  Train  Dispatchers  Association  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul 
Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  371.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  dispatcher  dismissed  from  ser^dce.  Decided: 
That  as  a result  of  evidence  presented,  including  hearing  before  the  Board,  re- 
quest of  employees  for  reinstatement  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  364.) 

365a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  371.) 

Request  of  employees  that  certain  positions  of  telegraph  operators,  which 
were  abolished  by  the  carriers  account  reduced  work  in  offices  located  at  former 
diffision  terminal,  be  restored.  Decided:  That  request  of  employees  is  denied. 
(Decision  No.  365.) 

366a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  372.) 

Reinstatement  of  receiffing  clerk  dismissed  from  service.  Decided:  That  as  a 
result  of  evidence  produced  and  proceedings  of  hearing  before  Board,  request  of 
employee  in  question  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  366.) 

367a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  373.) 

Request  of  employees  that  senior  applicant  be  assigned  to  position  in  another 
seniority  district.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision 
No.  367.) 

368a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  374.) 

Claim  of  employees  that  certain  clerical  positions  averaging  five  or  more  hours’ 
clerical  work  per  day  regularly  be  classified  in  accordance  with  provisions  of 
rule  4,  Article  II,  of  clerks’  agreement.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is 
sustained.  (Decision  No.  368.) 

369a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  374.) 

Request  for  equalization  of  rates  of  pay  of  two  positions  in  the  same  depart- 
ment. Decided:  That  request  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  369.) 
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370a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  375.) 

Request  of  employees  that  position  of  stenogi’apher  and  clerk  in  superintend- 
ent’s office  be  classified  as  coming  within  the  scope  of  the  clerks’  national  agreer 
ment.  Decided:  That  position  in  question  does  not  come  within  the  scope  of  the 
agreement.  Claim  of  employee  is  therefore  denied.  (Decision  No.  370.) 

371a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  American  Railway  Express  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  376.) 

Request  for  equalization  of  rate  of  position  of  assistant  paymaster  with  rate  of 
position  of  bookkeeper  performing  practically  the  same  work.  Decided:  That  the 
employees’  request  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  371.) 

372a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  378.) 

Claim  of  employee,  temporarily  assigned  to  position  of  apron  tender,,  for  right 
to  make  displacement  of  a junior  apron  tender  when  position  was  abolished. 
Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  372.) 

373a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  378.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  clerk.  Decided:  Based  on  evidence  before  it, 
Board  decides  that  request  for  reinstatement  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  373.) 

374a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railroad. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  379.) 

Claim  of  telegrapher  not  assigned  to  regular  Sunday  service  for  compensation 
under  overtime  and  call  rules  of  agreement  between  carrier  and  employees.  The 
carrier  claims  that  an  emergency  existed,  no  extra  employees  were  available, 
and  that  employee  was  compensated  at  rate  of  position  he  filled.  Decided:  That 
position  of  carrier  is  sustained.  _ (Decision  No.  374.) 

375a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  380.) 

Claim  of  transfer  foreman  for  compensation  covering  vacation  period.  Decided: 
That  past  practice  shall  govern  in  this  dispute  and  employees’  claim  is  therefore 
denied.  (Decision  No.  375.) 

376a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and 
Louisiana.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  381.) 

Claim  of  telegrapher  for  compensation  at  time  and  one-half  rate  for  service  per- 
formed after  completion  of  day’s  work.  Carrier  claims  that  the  operator  was 
required  to  lay  off  his  regular  assignment  and  to  report  for  the  other  position, 
and  was  compensated  under  section  (a)  of  Article  VII  of  agreement.  Decided: 
That  position  of  carrier  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  376.) 

377a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Western  Maryland  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  382.) 

Shall  freight-house  truckers  receive  pay  for  service  performed  after  having 
received  advance  notice  that  they  would  be  required  to  work?  Decided:  That 
dispute  in  question  covers  difference  of  opinion  between  carrier  and  employees 
as  to  application  of  certain  national  agieement  rules,  and  inasmuch  as  no  specific 
claims^  have  been  presented,  case  is  removed  from  docket  and  file  closed. 
(Decision  No.  377.) 

378a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,. Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  382.) 

Controversy  regarding  claim  of  stenographer  for  vacation  with  pay.  Decided: 
That  in  accordance  with  past  practice  the  employee  involved  in  this  dispute  is 
not  entitled  to  vacation  with  pay.  (Decision  No.  378.) 
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379a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  383.) 

Question  as  to  abolition  and  creation  of  certain  positions  conflicting  with 
rule  84  of  agi*eement.  Decided:  That  there  was  no  \dolation  of  rule  84  of  agree- 
ment in  the  reorganization  of  department  in  question,  therefore  carrier’s  position 
is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  379.) 

380a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  384.) 

Claim  of  clerk  in  office  of  assistant  to  division  superintendent  for  work  per- 
formed in  claim  department.  Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  authority  vested  in  the 
Board  by  the  Transportation  Act  does  not  extend  beyond  tenritoiial  limits  of 
United  States,  Board  decides  it  has  no  jurisdiction  in  this  c'ase.  (Decision 
No.  380.) 

381a.  Order  of  Railroad  Tfelegraphers  v.  Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis  Railway 
(Nashville  Terminals).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  384.) 

Request  that  rate  of  pay  of  operator-leverman  be  increased  to  rate  formerly 
paid  operator  doing  similar  kind  of  work  at  another  point  in  same  yard.  Decided: 
That  request  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  381.) 

382a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamsliip  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sault  Ste.  Marie  Railway. 
(H,  R.  L.  B.,  385.) 

Request  for  increased  rates  of  pay  of  milk  handlers.  Decided:  That  request  of 
employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  382.) 

383a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad.  (II,  R, 
L.  B.,  386.) 

Claim  of  copy  operator,  assigned  to  duty  seven  days  a week,  for  compensation 
for  Sundays  on  which  the  regular  duties  of  liis  position  were  handled  by  train 
dispatcher.  The  carrier  states  that  decreased  Sunday  work  enabled  train  dis- 
patcher to  handle  copy  operator’s  work.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is 
denied.  (Decision  No.  383.) 

384a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  387.) 

How  shall  the  increases  specified  in  Decision  No.  2 be  applied  to  laborers,  store 
helpers,  and  stockmen  employed  in  the  store  department?  The  employees  claim 
that  the  laborers  in  question  perform  more  than  four  hours’  clerical  work  per  day 
and  should  be  paid  as  clerks.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied. 
(Decision  No.  384.) 

385a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & Sault  Ste.  Marie  Railway. 
(II,  R,  L.  B.,  388.) 

Request  for  increased  rates  of  pay  for  milk  handlers.  Decided:  Request  of 
employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  385.) 

386a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad,  (H,  R.  L.  B.,  389.) 

Claim  of  clerk  in  mechanical  superintendent’s  office  for  vacation  with  pay. 
Decided:  That,  in  accordance  with  past  practice,  employee  in  question  is  not 
entitled  to  compensation  requested.  (Decision  No.  386.) 

387a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  389.) 

Question  as  to  warehouse  employees  being  paid  double  time  for  work  performed 
on  Sundays  and  holidays.  Decided:  That  this  controversy  does  not  involve 
specific  compensation  claims,  therefore  will  be  considered  addenda  to  rule’s 
submission  presented  in  accordance  with  Decision  No.  119.  Docket  is  therefore 
closed.  (Decision  No.  387.) 
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388a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  RaOway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  390.) 

Question  as  to  restoration  of  employee  to  position  of  seal  clerk  and  payment  of 
difference  in  salary.  Decided:  That  as  a request  has  been  made  for  withdrawal  of 
the  dispute,  case  is  removed  from  the  docket  and  tile  closed.  (Decision  No.  388.) 

389a.  Brothernood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  390.) 

Dispute  concerning  bulletining  of  new  position  and  vacancies.  Decided: 
Withdrawal  ha^dng  been  requested,  case  is  removed  from  the  docket  and  file 
closed.  (Decision  No.  389.) 

390a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  390.) 

Dispute  concerning  vacation  period  for  certain  clerical  employees.  Decided: 
With<lrawal  having  been  requested,  case  is  removed  from  the  docket  and  file 
closed.  (Decision  No.  390.) 

391a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  390.) 

Are  employees  engaged  in  loading  and  unloading  cars  and  performing  work  of 
a similai'  nature  entitled  to  increase  of  12  cents  per  hour  or  8^  cents  per  hour? 
Carrier  contends  that  8^  cents  per  hour  is  proper  compensation.  Dec^d:  That 
the  employees  in  question  are  not  storeroom  freight  handlers  or  truckers  within  the 
intent  of  section  7,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2,  and  that  the  carrier’s  claim  is 
sustained.  (Decision  No.  391.) 

392a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  391.) 

Claim  of  senior  clearing  house  employee  for  bulletined  position  in  the  corre- 
spondence rate  department.  Decided:  Agreed  in  hearing  November  3,  1921,  that 
this  dispute  should  receive  further  investigation.  This  case  is  thei'efore  removed 
from  the  docket  and  file  closed.  (Decision  No.  392.) 

393a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Qerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  393.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  clerk  dropped  from  service  without  reduction  in 
force.  Decided:  Employees  having  requested  withdiawal  and  carrier  having 
concurred  therein,  case  is  removed  from  the  docket  and  file  closed.  (Decision 
No.  393.) 

394a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  392.) 

Claim  of  clerk  for  additional  compensation  account  performing  additional  work 
in  maintenance  of  way  department.  Decided:  Board  believes  authority  vested  in 
it  by  Transportation  Act  does  not  extend  beyond  the  territorial  limits  of  the 
United  States,  therefore  case  is  removed  from  docket  and  file  closed.  (Decision 
• No.  394.) 

395a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  392.) 

Claim  of  clerical  employes  for  Saturday  afternoon  off,  with  pay,  in  accordance 
with  rule  67,  clerks’  national  agreement.  Decided:  Withdiawal  of  this  dispute 
having  been  requested,  case  is  removed  h’om  docket  and  file  closed.  (Decision 
No.  395.) 

396a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway.  (H,  R.  L. 
B.,  392.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  clerk,  office  of  comptroller.  Decided:  That  request 
of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  396.) 
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397a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Central  Railroad  of  Ne\v  Jersey.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  393.) 

Claim  of  employees  that  hoisting  engineers  when  required  to  do  mechanics’ 
work  should  be  paid  mechanics’  rate.  Decided:  That  Decision  Xo.  2 has  been 
properly  applied  and  therefore  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  Xo.  397.) 

398a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Texas  & Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  394.) 

Question  as  to  reinstatement  of  former  section  foreman  Vvdth  pay  for  time  lost. 
Decided:  That  claim  for  reinstatement  is  denied.  (Decision  Xo.  398.) 

399a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v.  Gulf 
Coast  Lines.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  394.) 

Question  as  to  reinstatement  and  pay  of  former  car  inspector.  Decided:  That 
the  dismissal  of  this  employee  was  not  justified;  that  he  shall  be  reinstated  and 
paid  for  time  lost  less  any  amount  he  may  have  earned  at  other  employment 
since  date  of  dismissal.  (Decision  No.  399.) 

400a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B,,  394.) 

Application  Decision  Xo.  2 to  telegraph  and  telephone  linemen  coming  within 
scope  of  rule  15  of  national  agreement  coA’ering  Federated  Shop  Crafts.  Decided: 
That  Interpretation  Xo.  3 to  Decision  Xo.  2 shall  govern  in  applying  increases  to 
telegraph  and  telephone  linemen  in  question.  (Decision  Xo.  400.) 

40Ia.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts)  v. 
Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  39.5.) 

Question  as  to  reinstatement  of  machinist  and  payment  for  time  lost.  Decided: 
That  this  empio}-ee’s  dismissal  was  not  justified  and  that  he  shall  be  reinstated 
with  seniority  rights  unimpaired.  (Decision  No.  401.) 

402a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts)  v. 
Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  398.) 

Question  as  to  reinstating  former  boilermaker  with  full  seniority  rights.  Decided: 
That  in  \iew  of  evidence  before  it,  this  employee  shall  be  reinstated  with  full 
seniority  rights  and  be  paid  for  time  lost,  less  any  amount  earned  at  other  em- 
ployment since  dismissal.  (Decision  Xo.  402.) 

403a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts)  v. 
Gulf  Coast  Lines.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  397.) 

Question  as  to  reinstatement  of  former  car  i nspector  and  payment  for  time  lost. 
Decided:  Based  upon  evidence  submitted,  employee  in  question  was  unjustly  dis- 
missed and  shall  be  reinstated  to  former  position  with  seniority  rights  unimpaired 
and  paid  for  time  lost  less  an}^  amount  earned  since  date  of  his  dismissal.  (Deci- 
sion Xo.  403.) 

404a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts)  v. 
Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  397.) 

Shall  former  blacksmith  be  reinstated  vuth  full  seniority  rights  and  be  paid 
for  time  lost?  Decided:  As  a result  of  evidence  submitted  that  claim  for  rein- 
statement is  denied.  (Decision  Xo.  404.) 

405a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts)  v. 
Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  397.) 

Question  as  to  telephone  and  telegraph  supervisors  being  permitted  to  perform 
mechanics’  work  in  violation  of  rule  32  of  national  agreement.^  Decided:  That 
Board  does  not  construe  language  of  rule  32  to  prohibit  supervisory  em]:)loyees 
from  instructing  other  employees  in  the  performance  of  their  work — necessitating 
performing  certain  mechanics’  work.  IIoweA- er,  employees  in  question  have  been 
performing  service  other  than  properly  assigned  to  mechanics,  which  is  contrary 
to  the  intent  of  above  rule  and  should  be  discontinued.  (Decision  Xo.  405.) 


CUMULATIVE  INDEX-DIGEST. 


937 


406a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  399.) 

Question  as  to  certain  specified  positions  of  crossing  watchmen  being  excepted 
from  provisions  of  section  (a-12),  Article  V,  maintenance  of  way  agreement. 
Decided:  That  further  conference  should  be  held  in  compliance  with  section  (a-12), 
Article  Y.  Carrier  should  consider  case  on  basis  of  present  conditions.  Rates 
established  by  carrier  in  1917  should  have  no  bearing  on  the  question  at  issue. 
(Decision  Xo.  406.) 

407a.  Brotherhood  Railroad  Signalmen  of  America  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad 
(West  of  Buffalo).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  401.) 

Question  (1)  as  to  application  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  to  overtime 
rates  on  regular  and  special  assignments.  (2)  Does  Addendum  No.  2 affect  pay- 
ment under  the  call  rule  as  embodied  in  the  national  agreement?  Decided:  (1) 
Under  provisions  of  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119,  pro  rata  rate  shall  be 
paid  for  regular  and  special  assignments  of  signal  department  employees,  etc. 
(2)  Inasmuch  as  call  rule  referred  to  specifies  allowance  of  “ two  hours  at  ov'er- 
time  rate,”  Board  decides  that  the  overtime  provisions  of  Addendum  No.  2 shall 
apply  in  connection  with  the  application  of  this  rule.  (Decision  No.  407.) 

408a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  402.) 

Question  as  to  right  of  carrier  to  lay  off  certain  section  laborers  whose  services 
had  proven  unsatisfactory  and  retain  employees  junior  in  the  servdce  when  reduc- 
tions in  force  were  made.  Decided:  After  considering  evidence  before  it,  Board 
decides  that  the  carrier  was  within  its  rights  in  reducing  force  in  the  manner 
outlined.  (Decision  No.  408.) 

409a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  403.) 

Dispute  regarding  assignment  of  working  foremen  at  small  outlying  points. 
Decided:  That  in  this  case  the  carrier  was  not  justified  in  displacing  this  employee; 
that  he  shall  be  reinstated  to  his  former  position  with  seniority  rights  unimpaired, 
but  having  declined  position  offered  shall  be  reimbursed  only  to  the  extent  that 
h^  suffered  a wage  loss.  (Decision  No.  409.) 

410a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v.  Great 
Northern  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  405.) 

Question  as  to  reinstatement  of  machinist  dismissed  from  servnce  and  allowing 
payment  for  time  lost.  Decided:  After  carefully  considering  both  written  and 
oral  evidence,  Board  decides  that  this  employee  shall  be  reinstated  to  his  former 
position  without  impairment  of  seniority  rights,  but  paid  for  time  lost*  (Decision 
No.  410.) 

411a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Pennsylvania  System.  (11,  R.  L.  B.,  405.) 

Question  concerning  supervisory  employees  receiving  payment  under  provi- 
sions of  agreement  between  United  States  Railroad  Administration  and  the  United 
Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers  for 
overtime  performed  after  eight  hours.  Decided:  Tliat  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
of  the  agi’eement  mentioned,  employees  in  question  are  not  entitled  to  overtime 
for  sendee  performed.  (Decision  No.  411.) 

412a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Raihvay  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  406.) 

Shall  foremen  in  the  maintenance  of  way  depai’tment  be  permitted  to  have  an 
agreement  separate  from  other  employees  in  that  department  ivho  had  previously 
taken  a ballot  to  establish  their  claim  to  the  right  of  representation.  Decided: 
That  under  the  circumstances  the  carrier  was  justified  in  taking  the  ballot  men- 
tioned and  that  inasmuch  as  this  action  was  conducted  witli  the  api)roval  of 
interested  parties,  it  shall  be  considered  bona  fide  and  the  result  considered  final. 
(Decision  No.  412.) 
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413a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Sioux  City  Terminal  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  407.) 

Has  carrier  the  right  to  arbitrarily  reduce  wages  of  maintenance  of  way 
employees  without  authorization  of  tlie  Board  or  consent  of  employees  to  such 
reduction.  Decided:  No.  (Decision  No.  413.) 

414a.  Petition  of  Brotherhood  of  Painters,  Decorators,  and  Paperhangers  of  America 
for  Rehearing  on  Docket  No.  735,  Decision  No.  227.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  408.) 

Application  of  organization  for  rehearing  on  Docket  No.  735,  Decision  No. 
227.  Decided:  After  carefully  considering  motion  for  rehearing,  Board  declines 
to  reopen  case.  (Decision  No.  414.) 

415a.  International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineers  v.  New  York  Central 
Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  408.) 

Are  stationary  engineers  in  the  employ  of  carrier  mentioned  properly  classified 
and  paid?  Decided:  That  in  the  absence  of  agreement  between  the  complainant 
organization  and  carrier,  investigation  shall  be  made  to  determine  the  character 
of  the  work  being  performed  by  the  employees  in  question.  If  unable  to  reach 
agreement,  matter  may  again  be  submitted  to  the  Board  in  accordance  with 
section  301  of  the  Transportation  Act.  (Decision  No,  415.) 

416a.  International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineers  v.  New  York  Central 
Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  409.) 

Question  as  to  proper  classification  and  pay  of  stationary  engineers.  Decided. 
That  joint  investigation  shall  be  held  for  benefit  of  interested  parties;  if  no 
agreement  reached,  matter  may  again  be  referred  to  the  Board  as  pro\ided  in 
Transportation  Act.  (Decision  No.  416.) 

417a.  International  Union  of  Steam  and  Operating  Engineers  v.  New  York 
Central  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  409.) 

Proper  classification  and  pay  of  stationary  engineers.  Decided:  That  agree- 
ment not  having  been  reached,  joint  investigation  should  be  held,  grifing  inter- 
ested parties  an  opportunity  to  participate;  if  agreement  can  not  be  reached, 
matter  may  again  be  submitted,  as  provided  in  Transportation  Act.  (Decision 
No.  417.) 

418a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Long  Island  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  410.) 

Question  as  to  polling  watchmen  in  order  to  ascertain  what  organization  shall 
negotiate  working  agreement  and  form  of  ballot.  Decided:  That  a poll  shall  be 
taken,  in  which  all  interested  parties  will  be  privileged  to  participate,  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  the  representatives  of  the  employees  who  are  to  conduct 
negotiations  with  the  carrier.  (Decision  No.  418.) 

419a.  International  Association  of  Railroad  Supervisors  of  Mechanics  v.  Chicago, 
Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  413.) 

Dispute  regarding  right  of  organization  in  question  to  negotiate  rules  and  work- 
ing conditions  affecting  supervisory  positions  in  the  mechanical  department. 
Decided:  That  a poll  shall  be  taken,  in  which  all  interested  parties  will  be  privi- 
leged to  participate,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  representatives  of  the 
employees  who  are  to  conduct  negotiation  with  the  carrier.  (Decision  No.  419.) 

420a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  416.) 

Request  that  three  employees  now  classified  and  paid  as  drawbridge  operators 
be  reclassified  and  paid  as  levermen.  Decided:  That  claim  for  reclassification 
and  rate  of  levermen  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  420.) 

421a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Grand  Trunk  Railway  System  (Western  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  417.) 

Are  employees  who  were  in  the  service  of  the  carrier  May  1,  1920,  and  who 
remained  therein  up  to  and  including  12.01  a.  m,,  July  20,  1920,  and  employees 
who  entered  the  ^er\dce  subsequent  to  May  1,  1920,  and  remained  therein  up 
to  and  including  12.01  a.  m.,  July  20,  1920,  entitled  to  the  increases  established 
by  Decision  No.  2 for  the  time  so  served?  Decided:  Yes.  See  Interpretation 
No.  19  to  Decision  No.  2.  (Decision  No.  421.) 
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422a.  Railway  Employees’  Departmenl,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Detroit  & Toledo  Shore  Line  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  R.,  417.) 

Alleged  refusal  of  carrier  to  negotiate  rules  and  working  conditions.  Decided: 
That  case  be  considered  closed.  However,  should  further  e^’idence  be  submitted, 
such  evidence  will  be  giwen  due  consideration.  (Decision  No.  422.) 

423a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  418.) 

Question  regarding  proper  compensation  for  three  employees  temporarily 
assigned  to  perform  emergency  telegraph  line  work.  Decided:  That  the  serWce 
in  question  should  be  compensated  in  accordance  with  rule  10;  therefore,  the 
employees  in  question  should  be  reimbursed  the  difference  between  the  amount 
they  would  have  earned  according  to  rule  10  and  that  allowed  by  rule  15.  (Deci- 
sion No.  423.) 

424a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v.  New 
York  Central  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  419.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  former  machinist  dismissed  from  the  ser^dce 
account  alleged  insubordination.  Decided:  That  claim  for  reinstatement  is 
denied.  (Decision  No.  424.)  ^ 

425a.  American  Federation  of  Railroad  Workers  v.  Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Railway. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  419.) 

Dispute  gi’owing  out  of  difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  right  of  organization  to 
represent  certain  employees  in  the  mechanical  crafts.  Decided:  That  conference 
be  arranged  between  interested  parties  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  further 
ballot  (previous  vote  to  be  considered  void ) in  accordance  with  procedure  out- 
lined in  Decision  No.  218  of  this  Board.  ( Decision  No.  425.) 

426a.  Boston  & Maine  Railroad  et  al.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
421.) 

Carriers’  request  for  elimination  of  rate  inequalities.  Decided:  That  effective 
December  16,  1921,  the  present  differential  between  daily-rated  employees  and 
those  working  on  a six-  and  seven-day-per-week  basis  shall  be  abolished  by  reduc- 
ing daily  rate  of  seven-day-per-week  employees  to  the  daily  rate  paid  six-day- 
per-week  employees.  ( Decision  No.  426.) 

427a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  423.) 

Request  for  continuation  of  national  agreement  in  accordance  with  rule  ex- 
tending Decision  No.  2 to  include  this  carrier.  Decided:  That  this  case  be  con- 
sidered closed,  in  view  of  agi-eement  subsequently  negotiated  between  parties 
named.  (Decision  No.  427.) 

428a.  Railway  Emidoyees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  ai,  R-  L.  B.,  423.) 

Question  concerning  application  of  Decision  No.  2 to  seamstresses  in  uphol- 
stery department.  Decided:  That  agreement  having  been  negotiated  subsequent 
to  filing  this  dispute,  case  is  considered  closed  without  prejudicing  right  of  in- 
terested parties  in  making  further  submission  if  necessary.  ( Decision  No.  428.) 

429a.  Railway  Employees’  Deuartment,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (U,  R.  L.  B.‘,  424.) 

Alleged  violation  rules  39  and  49  of  national  agi'eement.  Decided:  Subsequent 
to  filing  this  dispute  agi-eement  had  been  negotiated  and  consummated.  Case  is 
therefore  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  429.) 

430a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (D,  R.  L.  B.,  424.) 

Dismissal  of  car  cleaner  in  alleged  violation  of  rule  37  of  national  agi-eement. 
Decided:  Subsequent  agreement  having  been  negotiated  and  consummated  between 
above-named  parties,  case  is  considered  closed.  ' Decision  No.  430.) 
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431a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  424.) 

Dispute  regarding  protest  against  earner’s  plan  of  employee  representation. 
Decided:  In  A’iew  of  the  fact  that  subsequent  to  filinj^  this  dispute  agreement  has 
been  negotiated  between  above-named  parties,  case  is  considered  closed.  (Deci- 
sion No.  431.) 

432a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  425.) 

Alleged  violation  of  national  agreement  in  closing  certain  shops  and  refusing 
to  recognize  committee.  Decided:  Agreement  having  been  subsequently  nego- 
tiated and  consummated,  case  will  be  considered  closed  without  prejudicing 
right  of  either  party  in  submitting  further  submission.  (Decision  No.  432.) 

433a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  425.) 

Question  regarding  dismissal  of  seven  woman  car  cleaners.  Decided:  Agree- 
ment having  been  subsequently  negotiated  and  consummated  between  the 
above-named  parties,  case  will  be  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  433.) 

434a.  Raliv/ay  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  425.) 

Dispute  in  regard  to  alleged  violation  of  rule  37  of  national  agreement  in  dis- 
missal of  car  cleaner.  Decided:  That  this  case  will  be  considered  closed,  as 
Board  understands  that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  agreement  has  been 
consummated  between  above-named  parties.  (Decision  No.  434.) 

435a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  426.) 

Alleged  violation  rules  32  and  33  of  national  agreement.  Decided:  Board  under- 
stands that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  agreement  has  been  negotiated  and 
consummated  between  above-named  parties.  Case^  closed  without  prejudicing 
right  of  parties  in  making  further  submission  if  desired.  (Decision  No.  435.) 

436a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  426.) 

Dispute  in  regard  to  dismissal  of  general  chairman  of  sheet-metal  workers. 
Decided:  Board  understands  that  subsequent  to  filing  this  dispute  agreement  had 
been  negotiated  and  consummated  between  interested  parties.  Case  is  therefore 
considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  436.) 

437a  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  427.) 

Alleged  violation  of  national  agreement  rules  1,_  27,  and  36  in  closing  certain 
repair  shops.  Decided:  Because  of  agreement  having  been  negotiated  and  con- 
summated subsequent  to  filing  of  this  dispute,  case  will  be  considered  closed. 
(Decision  No.  437.) 

438a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A,  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  427.) 

Alleged  violation  of  national  agreement  in  dismissing  car  cleaner.  Decided: 
Because  of  agreement  having  been  negotiated  and  consummated  subsequent  to 
filing  of  this  dispute,  case  will  be  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  438A 

439a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  427.) 

Question  concerning  increasing  basic  day  to  9 hours,  making  total  of  50  hours 
per  week.  Decided:  Because  of  agreement  having  been  negotiated  and  consum- 
mated subsequent  to  filing  of  this  dispute,  case  will  be  considered  closed.  (Deci- 
sion No.  439.) 
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440a.  Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts), 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  428.) 

Correct  computation  of  overtime  worked  by  certain  employees  in  the  truck 
department.  Decided:  C-^e  will  be  considered  closed,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
Board  understands  an  agreement  has  been  negotiated  and  consummated  subse- 
quent to  filing  of  this  dispute.  (Decision  No.  440.) 

441a.  Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  428.) 

Question  regarding  alleged  dismissal  of  cai'man.  Decided:  Because  of  agreement 
ha^dng  been  negotiated  and  consummated  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  this  dispute, 
case  will  be  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  441.) 

442a.  Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
PuUman  Co.  (II,  R.  L,  B.,  428.) 

Controversy  regarding  reinstatement  of  employee  to  position  of  painter  mechanic. 
Decided:  Agreement  having  been  negotiated  and  consummated  subsequent  to  the 
filing  of  this  dispute,  case  will  be  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  442.) 

443a.  Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  429.) 

Controversy  regarding  dismissal  of  car  cleaners.  Decided:  Because  of  agreement 
ha\-ing  been  negotiated  and  consummated  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  this  dispute, 
case  will  be  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  443.) 

444a.  Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v* 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  429.) 

Dispute  concerning  alleged  discharge  of  car  cleaner.  Decided:  Agreement  hav- 
ing been  negotiated  and  consummated  subsequent  to  filing  of  this  dispute,  case 
will  be  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  444.) 

445a.  Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  430.) 

Dispute  concerning  dismissal  of  car  cleaner.  Decided:  Subsequent  to  filing  of 
this  dispute  with  Board  for  decision,  agreement  has  been  negotiated  and  consum- 
mated; therefore,  case  is  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  445.) 

446a.  Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  430.) 

Dispute  concerning  discharge  of  six  car  cleaners.  Decided:  Subsequent  to 
filing  of  this  dispute  with  the  Board  for  decision,  agreement  has  been  negotiated 
and  consummated;  therefore,  case  is  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  446.) 

447a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 

Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  430.) 

Question  regarding  correct  overtime  rate  affecting  certain  employees  in  the 
trimming  department.  Decided:  Because  of  agreement  having  been  negotiated 
and  consummated  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  this  dispute,  case  will  be  considered 
closed.  (Decision  No.  447.) 

448a.  Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  431.) 

Controversy  regarding  dismissal  of  blacksmith  helper.  Decided:  Because  of 
agreement  having  been  negotiated  and  consummated  subsequent  to  the  filing  of 
this  dispute,  case  will  be  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  448.) 

449a.  Railway  Employees*  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  431.) 

Question  regarding  discharge  of  electrical  worker.  Decided:  Because  of  agree- 
ment having  been  negotiated  and  consummated  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  this 
dispute,  case  will  be  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  449.) 
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450a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  431.) 

Controversy  regarding  dismissal  of  four  car  cleaners.  Decided:  Because  of 
agreement  having  been  negotiated  and  consummated  subsequent  to  the  filing  of 
this  dispute,  case  will  be  considered  closed.  (Deci^on  No.  450.) 

451a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  432.) 

Controversy  regarding  unjust  dismissal  of  seven  car  cleaners.  Decided:  Sub- 
sequent to  filing  of  this  dispute  with  Board  for  decision,  agreement  has  been 
n^otiated;  therefore,  same  is  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  451.) 

452a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  432.) 

Dispute  regarding  dismissal  of  machinist.  Decided:  Because  of  agreement 
having  been  negotiated  and  consummated  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  this  dispute, 
case  will  be  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  452.) 

453a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A,  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  433.) 

Question  regarding  violation  of  rule  37  of  the  national  agreement.  Decided: 
Because  of  agreement  having  been  negotiated  and  consummated  subsequent  to 
the  filing  of  this  dispute,  case  will  be  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  453.) 

454a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Pullman  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  433.) 

Question  regarding  dismissal  of  vacuum  operators.  Decided:  Because  of  agree- 
ment having  been  negotiated  and  consummated  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  this 
dispute,  case  will  be  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  454.) 

455a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v.  Pullman 
Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  433.) 

Dispute  regarding  dismissal  of  five  car  cleaners.  Decided:  Subsequent  to  filing 
of  this  dispute  agreement  has  been  consummated;  therefore,  case  is  considered 
closed.  (Decision  No.  455.) 

456a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Arizona  Eastern  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  434.) 

Question  as  to  employees  represented  by  above  organization  being  entitled  to 
rules  and  working  agreement  provided  in  Decision  No.  119.  Decided:  Request  for 
withdrawal  having  been  received,  case  is  considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  456.) 

457a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  434.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  three  clerks.  Decided:  Interested  parties  having 
agreed  to  the  withdrawal  of  this  dispute,  case  is  removed  from  the  docket  and  file 
closed.  (Decision  No.  457.) 

458a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  434.) 

Dispute  in  connection  with  bulletined  position  not  awarded  to  senior  employee, 
carrier  claiming  that  the  employee  who  was  denied  assignment  was  not  qualified 
by  experience  or  training  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  position,  which  required  other 
than  clerical  ability.  Decided:  Based  on  evidence  before  it,  including  proceed- 
ings of  hearing.  Board  sustains  action  of  the  carrier.  (Decision  No.  458.) 

459a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Oerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L.  B,,  435.) 

Dispute  regarding  payment  of  certain  clerical  employees  on  monthly  basis 
instead  of  daily  basis.  Decided:  That  this  case  shall  be  removed  from  the  docket 
and  the  files  closed,  inasmuch  as  rule  in  dispute  has  been  considered  in  previous 
conferences  in  accordance  with  Decision  No.  119.  (Decision  No.  459.) 
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460a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  436.) 

Shall  clerk  in  the  freight  station  be  permitted  to  exercise  seniority  rights  in  the 
office  of  superintendent  of  transportation?  Decided:  That  the  officers  in  question 
are  not  within  the  same  seniority  district  as  contemplated  in  article  quoted; 
therefore,  employees’  claim  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  460.) 

461a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  437.) 

Claim  of  certain  clerical  employees  in  the  general  offices  for  additional  compen- 
sation covering  Saturday  afternoon  serffice.  Decided:  That  the  language  in  rule 
57,  clerks’  agreement,  provides  for  allowing  employees  to  be  off  a part  of  the  day 
on  Saturdays  (where  such  practice  is  in  effect),  but  in  cases  of  emergency  it  does 
not  provide  for  compensation  on  such  days.  (Decision  No.  461.) 

462a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  438.) 

Request  of  employees  that  engine-crew  caller  be  permitted  to  exercise  his 
seniority  to  displace  crew  caller  in  another  department  at  the  same  point  after  his 
position  had  been  abolished  and  the  duties  thereof  transferred  to  other  callers. 
Decided:  Inasmuch  as  national  agreement  rules  mentioned  have  not  been  violated, 
claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  462.) 

463a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  439.) 

Question  regarding  the  right  of  clerk  in  chief  dispatcher ’s  office  to  exercise  seniority 
rights  in  the  local  freight  office,  the  carrier  claiming  that  the  tw'o  positions  were  not 
in  the  same  seniority  district.  Decided:  That  under  the  provisions  of  the  rules  in 
effect  employee  mentioned  should  be  permitted  to  exercise  his  seniority  rights  to 
the  position  in  the  local  freight  office.  (Decision  No.  463.) 

464a.  Brotherhood  of  RaUway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  440.) 

Question  regarding  right  of  clerk  to  exercise  seniority  rights  in  connection 
wilffi  abolishment  of  position.  Decided:  Both  parties  to  this  dispute  having 
requested  withdrawal,  case  is  removed  from  the  docket  and  file  closed.  (Decision 
No.  464.) 

465a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  440.) 

Question  as  to  continuation  of  rate  established  by  Railroad  Administration 
governing  check  clerks  after  expiration  of  Federal  control.  Decided:  That  the 
rate  established  ($91  per  month)  will,  in  accordance  with  clerks’  agreement, 
Decision  No.  2 of  this  Board  and  the  Transportation  Act,  remain  in  effect  until 
changed  by  agreement  or  decision  of  this  Board.  (Decision  No.  465.) 

466a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Oerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  441.) 

Dispute  regarding  classification  and  compensation  of  baggageman-clerk,  a 
change  in  which  the  employees  claim  established  a new  position  and  required  the 
payment  of  rate  for  similar  kind  and  class  of  work  in  the  seniority  district  where 
the  change  was  made.  Decided:  Based  on  evidence  submitted,  with  respect  to 
the  duties  of  this  position,  Board  sustains  carrier’s  position.  (Decision  No.  466.) 

467a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Missouri,  Kansas  & Texas  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  442.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  two  clerks  dismissed  fi'om  the  service  for  alleged 
violation  of  carrier’s  rules.  Decided:  That  request  for  reinstatement  is  denied. 
(Decision  No.  467.) 


944 


CUMULATIVE  IXDEX-DIGEST. 


468a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  y.  Chicago,  Milawnkee  & St.  Paul  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 

444. ) 

Claim  for  compensation  covering  work  performed  Saturday  afternoons. 
Decided:  That  the  language  in  rule  57  of  clerks’  agreement  provides  for  allowing 
employees  to  be  off  a part  of  the  day  on  Saturdays  (where  such  practice  is  in 
effect),  but  in  cases  of  emergency  it  does  not  provide  for  compensation  on  such 
days.  (Decision  No.  468.) 

469a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 

445. ) 

Compensation  claim  covering  %vork  performed  Saturday  afternoons.  Decided: 
That  the  language  in  rule  57,  clerks’  agreement,  provides  for  allowing  employees 
to  be  off  a part  of  the  day  on  Saturdays  (where  such  practice  is  in  effect),  but  in 
cases  of  emergency  it  does  not  provide  for  compensation  on  such  davs.  (Decision 
No.  469.) 

470a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 

446. ) 

Claim  for  additional  compensation  covering  Saturday  afternoon  ser\ice. 
Decided:  That  the  language  in  rule  57.  clerks’  agreement,  provides  for  allowing 
employees  to  be  off  a part  of  the  day  on  Saturdays  (where  such  practice  is  in  effect), 
but  in  cases  of  emergency  it  does  not  provide  for  compensation  on  such  days. 
(Decision  No.  470.) 

471a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louls-San  Francisco  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  447.) 

Question  as  to  inclusion  of  toll  bridge  collector’s  position  within  scope  of  rule 
1,  Article  I,  national  agreement.  Decided:  That  the  position  in  question  does 
not  come  Avithin  the  scope  of  agreement;  therefore,  employees’  claim  is  denied. 
(Decision  No.  471.) 

472a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Erie  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  447.) 

Controversy  as  to  reinstatement  and  compensation  for  time  lost.  Decided: 
Parties  at  interest  haAung  requested  Avithdraw^al,  case  is  removed  from  docket  and 
file  closed.  (Decision  No.  472.) 

473a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  448.) 

Time  claim  of  various  clerks,  account  election  serAuce.  Decided:  That  claim  is 

denied.  (Decision. No.  473.) 

474a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  448.) 

Dispute  regarding  alleged  abolishment  of  past  practice  whereby  employees 
receU/e  compensation  for  time  lost.  Decided:  Evidence  indicates  no  specific 
dispute  involved,  and  inasmuch  as  question  of  pay  for  time  lost  was  disposed  of 
in  Decision  No.  119,  case  is  removed  from  the  docket  and  file  closed.  (Decision 
No.  474.) 

475a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  448.) 

Compensation  claim  of  yard  clerk  account  not  being  permitted  to  exercise 
seniority  rights.  Decided:  That  employee  in  question  possessed  requirements 
necessary  to  perform  duties  of  position  in  question  and  under  rules  quoted  is 
entitled  to  rate  applicable  to  the  position;  therefore  employees’  position  is  sus- 
tained. (Decision  No.  475.) 
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476a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  449.) 

Shall  general  office  clerks  be  included  in  the  same  agreement  on  rules  and  work- 
ing conditions  as  the  clerks  outside  the  general  offices,  or  shall  the  general  office 
clerks  be  permitted  to  negotiate  a separate  agreement  for  themselves?  Decided: 
That  employees  in  question  should  be  covered  by  same  agreement  as  other  clerks. 
Groups  of  employees  covered  by  Decision  No.  220  constitute  class  of  employees 
covered  by  clerks’  agreement.  (Decision  No.  476.) 

477a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L,  B.,  450.) 

Shall  general  office  clerks  be  included  in  the  same  agreement  on  rules  and 
working  conditions  as  the  clerks  outside  the  general  offices,  or  shall  the  general 
office  clerks  be  permitted  to  negotiate  a separate  agreement  for  themselves? 
Decided:  That  employees  in  question  should  be  covered  by  same  agreement  as 
other  clerks.  Groups  of  employees  covered  by  Decision  No.  220  constitute  class 
of  employees  covered  by  clerks’ agreement.  (Decision  No.  477.) 

478a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  451.) 

Dispute  regarding  request  of  clerk  for  reinstatement  with  pay  for  all  time  lost. 
Decided:  That  the  purpose  of  discipline  having  been  fulfilled  by  suspension 
served,  employee  shall  be  reinstated  to  former  position,  but  without  compensation 
for  time  lost.  (Decision  No.  478.) 

479a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  452.) 

Does  rule  49,  clerks’  agreement,  prescribing  a monthly  rate  basis  to  cover  all 
services  rendered  apply  to  positions  of  warehouse  foremen?  Decided:  That  the 
position  of  warehouse  foremen  is  not  analagous  to  those  defined  as  “other  office 
and  station  employees”  in  rule  1,  clerks’  agreement;  therefore,  rule  49  is  not 
applicable  to  the  position.  Position  of  employees  is  sustained.  (Decision  No. 

479. ) 

4S0a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  453.) 

Request  that  engineer  be  reinstated  and  paid  for  time  lost.  Decided:  That 
employee  in  question  shall  be  reinstated  without  pay  for  time  lost,  provided  he 
gives  assurance  to  proper  officials  of  willingness  to  abide  by  rules.  (Decision  No. 

480. ) 

481a.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  455.) 

Controversy  regarding  claim  of  conductors  for  mine  and  switching  run  rate. 
Decided:  That  under  provisions  of  schedule  and  instructions  issued  when  the 
straightaway  runs  were  inaugurated,  in  addition  to  actual  station  switching, 
employees’  position  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  481.) 

482a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Nev/  York,  Ontario  & Western 
Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  456.) 

Controversy  over  payment  of  terminal  mileage  on  milk  trains  operated  as 
first  class.  Decided:  As  provided  in  Article  V,  engineers’  schedule,  engineers 
and  firemen  on  milk  trains  receive  freight  service  rates;  therefore,  claim  is  denied. 
Article  IV  (on  which  employees’  claim  is  based)  refers  to  passenger  service  only. 
(Decision  No.  482.) 

483a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Philadelphia  & Reading  Rail- 
way. (II,  R.  L.  B.,  457.) 

Request  for  outside  hostler  rate  for  hostlers  making  main-track  movements. 
Decided:  That  outside  hostler  rates  shall  apply  when  required  to  handle  engines 
between  passenger  stations  and  enginehouse  or  yards  or  on  main  tracks.  (De- 
cision No.  483.) 
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484a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Colorado  & Southern  Railway.  (IT, 
R.  L.  B.,  459.) 

Controversy  as  to  proper  rate  of  pay  for  footboard  yardmasters  under  Decision 
No.  2.  Decided:  That  if  employee  in  question  is  required  to  perform  duties  of 
engine  foreman  in  addition  to  yardmaster  duties,  40  cents  per  day  in  excess 
of  foreman’s  rate  is  just  and  reasonable  and  should  be  applied.  (DecisionNo.  484.) 

485a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern 
System.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  460.) 

Claim  for  mileage  under  Article  XXVII  of  engineers  and  firemen’s  joint 
schedule.  Decided:  Parties  at  interest  having  agreed  upon  settlement,  case  is 
withdrawn  from  consideration  by  the  Board.  (Decision  No.  485.) 

486a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  El  Paso  & Southwestern 
System.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  461.) 

Claim  of  engineers  and  firemen  account  being  run  around  in  yard.  Carrier 
denied  claim.  Decided:  After  considering  evidence  submitted,  carrier’s  position 
sustained.  (Decision  No.  486.) 

487a.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Los  Angeles  &,  Salt  Lake  Railroad. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  462.) 

Question  regarding  proper  compensation  for  brakemen  in  local  passenger 
service.  Decided:  That  the  $30  per  month  specified  in  section  1,  Article  VII, 
Decision  No.  2,  should  be  added  to  the  monthly  rate  established  by  General 
Order  No.  27.  Same  method  of  procuring  daily  and  hourly  basis  of  pay  shall  be 
maintained.  (Decision  No.  487.) 

488a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Virginian  Railway.  (II,  R- 
L.  B.,  463.) 

Request  for  abolishment  of  rule  3,  special  instnictions  in  current  time  card, 
governing  train  operation.  Carrier  contends  that  the  promulgation  of  operating 
rules  is  solely  a managerial  question  and  that  it  must  have  the  right  to  make  the 
rules  which  it  feels  will  result  in  safe  operation.  Decided:  That  position  of  carrier 
is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  488.) 

489a.  United  Association  of  Railway  Employees  of  North  America  v.  Chicago,  Mil- 
waukee & St.  Paul  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  464.) 

Controversy  regarding  dismissal  of  various  yardmen  and  carrier’s  refusal  to 
hear  committee.  Decided:  Not  being  able  to  determine  wherein  rules  have  been 
violated  by  carrier,  case  is  dismissed.  (Decision  No.  489.) 

490a.  United  Association  of  Railway  Employees  of  North  America  v.  Chicago,  Terre 
Haute  & Southeastern  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  465.) 

Submission  involving  dismissal  of  four  brakemen.  Decided:  Employees  in 
question  ha^fing  been  dismissed  account  employment  applications  not  having 
been  approved,  Board  unable  to  determine  wherein  any  rules  violated  by  carrier. 
Case  therefore  dismissed.  (Decision  No.  490.) 

491a*.  Order  of  Railway  Conductoi*s  et  al.  v.  Northwestern  Pacific  Railroad.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  465.) 

Time  claim  of  conductor  and  crew  for  switching  at  terminal.  Decided:  Matter 
complained  of  in  this  application  having  occurred  prior  to  the  passage  of  the 
Transportation  Act,  Board  decides  it  has  no  jurisdiction,  and  application  is  there- 
fore dismissed.  (Decision  No.  491.) 

492a.  United  Association  of  Railway  Employees  of  North  America  v.  Pittsburgh  & 
Lake  Erie  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  465.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  yard  brakemen  dismissed  account  taking  lunch 
period  without  permission  of  conductor  in  charge,  thereby  delaying  work  assigned 
to  the  crew.  Decided:  That  request  for  reinstatement  is  denied.  (Decision  No. 
492.) 
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493a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & 
Omaha  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  466.) 

Reinstatement  request  oi  conductor  with  pay  for  time  lost.  Decided:  Case  is 
withdrawn  from  consideration  by  Board,  agreement  ha\’ing  been  reached  between 
interested  parties.  (Decision  No.  493.) 

494a.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Chicago  & Eastern  Illinois  Railway 
Co.  ai,  R.  L-  B.,  466.) 

Question  regarding  carrier’s  privilege  to  rearrange  short  turnaround  passenger 
runs,  thus  avoiding  excessive  mileage  or  overtime.  Decided:  Question  with- 
drawn from  consideration  by  Board,  inasmuch  as  parties  at  interest  have  agreed 
upon  settlement.  (Decision  No.  494.) 

495a.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Chicago,  St  Paul,  Minneapolis  & Omaha 
Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  466.) 

Claim  for  reinstatement  of  conductor  dismissed  from  service.  Decided:  That 
matter  complained  of  having  occurred  before  passage  of  Transportation  Act, 
Board  decides  it  has  no  jurisdiction.  (Decision  No.  495.) 

496a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  International  & Great  Northern  Rail- 
way. (II,  R.  L.  B.,  466.) 

Controversy  as  to  reinstatement  of  yard  foreman  with  pay  for  time  lost  since 
dismissal.  Decided:  That  the  employees’  contention  can  not  be  sustained,  and 
claim  is  therefore  denied.  (Decision  No.  496.) 

497a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Houston  & Texas  Central  Rail- 
road. (II,  R.  L,  B.,  467.) 

Request  of  brakeman  for  reinstatement  and  pay  for  time  lost.  Decided:  That 
claim  shall  be  denied.  (Decision  No.  497.) 

498a.  Order  of  Railwav  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Bangor  & Aroostook  Railroad.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  467.) 

Dispute  regarding  rec^uest  for  reinstatement  of  conductor  with  pay  for  time  lost. 
Decided:  That  the  \dolation  of  important  operating  rules  can  not  be  overlooked ; 
therefore,  employees’  request  for  reinstatement  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  498.) 

499a.  Railroad  Yardmasters  of  America  v.  Toledo  & Ohio  Central  Railway.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  468.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  yardmastere  dismissed  from  service.  Decided: 
After  carefully  considering  all  circumstances  in  connection  with  this  case,  claim 
is  denied.  (Decision  No.  499.) 

500a.  United  Association  of  Railway  Employees  of  North  America  v.  Belt  Railway 
of  Chicago.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  468.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  and  pay  for  time  lost  by  yard  brakeman  and  yard 
conductors,  dismissed  account  inefficient  ser\ice.  Decided:  That  claim  is  denied. 
Existing  conditions  could  not,  apparently,  be  otherwise  corrected.  (Decision 

' No.  500.) 

501a.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railw'ay  et  al.  v.  United  Brotherhood  of  Main- 
tenance of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  469.) 

Series  of  controversies  relating  to  rules  and  working  conditions  of  maintenance 
of  way  employees;  Decided:  That  the  rules  approved  and  promulgated  by  the 
Labor  Board  are  just  and  reasonable  and  shall  apply  to  the  employees  affected 
and  to  the  carriers  who  are  “parties  to  the  dispute,”  except  where  carriers  may 
have  agreed  with  their  employees  upon  any  one  or  more  of  said  rules,  in  which 
case  the  rule  or  rules  agreed  upon  shall  apply  on  said  road.  (Decision  No.  501.) 

502a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Nashville,  Chattanooga  & St.  Louis  Railway.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  478.) 

Question  as  to  carrier  and  clerks’  organization  negotiating  agreement  containing 
rules  and  working  conditions  governing  certain  clerical  employees.  Decided: 
That  request  of  organization  for  right  to  make  agreement  is  denied.  Nothing  in 
this  decision,  however,  shall  infringe  uj>qn  right  of  employees  not  members  of 
the  organization  representing  the  majoritv,  to  present  grievances.  (Decision 
No.  502.) 
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503a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Florida  East  Coast  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  478.) 

Question  as  to  organization  with  which  carrier  shall  negotiate  agreement  cover- 
ing rules  and  working  conditions  for  management  of  clerical  and  station  service. 
Decided:  That  organization  representing  the  majority  of  clerical  employees  had 
the  right  to  negotiate  agreement  applying  to  classes  included  within  scope  of  said 
agreement.  (Decision  No.  503.) 

504a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  t rafts),  v. 
Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  480.) 

(1)  Shall  carrier  negotiate  agreement  with  federated  committee  represonting 
employees  composing  various  crafts?  (2)  Proper  application  Addendum  No.  2 
to  Decision  No.  119  and  effect  of  Decision  No.  222  upon  employees  involved  in 
this  dispute.  Decided:  Because  of  similarity  in  work  of  six  shop  crafts,  consid- 
ered practicable  to  treat  them  as  constituting  class  of  employees  mentioned  in 
Transportation  Act  and  Decision  No.  119  of  the  Board;  that  said  crafts  may  enter 
into  joint  agreement  if  so  elected,  provided  system  federation  represents  a majority 
of  each  craft.  (3)  Pro\dsions  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  shall  be 
applied  in  accordance  with  method  prescribed  therein,  together  with  Interpreta- 
tion No.  1 thereto.  (Decision  No.  504.) 

505a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  481.) 

Claim  of  employees  that  proper  seniority  date  of  clerk  in  superintendent’s 
office  should  be  the  date  on  which  the  position  was  classified  as  clerk.  The  carrier 
contends  that  seniority  should  date  from  the  time  employee  entered  the  seiwice. 
Decided:  That  rules  of  clerks’  agreement  are  not  retroactive  in  their  aspect;  there- 
fore, position  of  carrier  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  505.) 

506a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  482.) 

Dispute  with  reference  to  indefinite  leave  of  absence,  stenographer,  master 
mechanic’s  office.  Carrier  claims  that  rule  46,  clerks’  agreement,  does  not  proxide 
for  indefinite  leave  of  absence  except  for  physical  disability,  or  as  proAuded  in 
rule  47.  Decided:  That  in_  accordance  wdth  rules  46  and  47,  clerks’  agreement, 
Board  sustains  carrier’s  position.  (Decision  No.  506.) 

507a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (Il,  R.  L.  B.,  483.) 

Claim  of  clerk,  chief  dispatcher’s  office,  for  compensation  covering  time  lost  ac- 
count sickness.  Decided:  Based  on  evidence  before  it.  Board  decides  that  past 
practice  shall  govern  in  this  dispute;  therefore,  employee’s  claim  is  denied. 
(Decision  No.  507.) 

508a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Colorado  & Southern  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  483.) 

Claim  for  time  lost  account  sickness;  clerk,  local  freight  office.  Decided:  That 
in  conformity  wdth  past  practice  and  the  necessity  of  employing  some  one  to  per- 
form work  of  absentee’s  position,  Board  denies  claim  of  employees.  (Decision 
No.  508.) 

509a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  484.) 

Dispute  involving  abolishment  of  past  practice  in  claiming  pay  for  time  absent 
account  sickness.  Decided:  File  in  this  case  is  closed,  inasmuch  as  parties  at 
interest  have  requested  its  withdrawal.  (Decision  No.  509.) 

510a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  484.) 

Dispute  as  to  furnishing  clerical^  employees’  representative  with  copy  of 
seniority  roster.  Decided:  That  position  of  employees  is  sustained,  inasmuch  as 
rule  22  of  national  agreement  provides  that  duly  accredited  representative  shall 
receive  copy  of  seniority  roster.  (Decision  No.  510.) 


CUMULATIVE  IXDEX-DIGEST. 


949 


511a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
485.) 

Dispute  as  to  furnishing  duly  accredited  representative  of  employees  ^^'ith  copy 
of  seniority  roster.  Decided:  In  accordance  A\dth  rule  22  of  national  agreement 
(quoted)  copy  of  seniority  roster  shall,  upon  request,  be  furnished  duly  accredited 
representative.  (Decision  No.  511.) 

5 12a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  486.) 

Proper  rate  of  pay  applicable  to  clerk  in  office  of  auditor  passenger  accounts. 
Decided:  That  inasmuch  as  e^'idence  submitted  is  not  sufficiently  clear  and  inter- 
ested parties  are  agreeable  to  conducting  further  conferences,  case  is  returned  and 
file  closed.  (Decision  No.  512.) 

513a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (11,  R.  L. 
B.,  486.) 

Question  as  to  increasing  positions  of  apron  tenders  at  various  stations  in  accord- 
ance with  Decision  No.  2.  Decided:  That  the  employees  in  question  do  not 
belong  to  the  class  of  employees  properly  entitled  to  the  13-cent  increase  men- 
tioned. (Decision  No.  513.) 

514a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  St.  Louis  & Hannibal  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  487.) 

Dispute  as  to  agreement  negotiations  affecting  maintenance  of  way  employees. 
Decided:  To  consider  case  closed.  If  no  agreement  reached  after  further  con- 
ference, dispute  Mill  be  given  due  consideration  upon  being  so  ad^ised.  (Decision 
No.  514.) 

515a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Pennsylvania  System.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  488.) 

Question  concerning  increase  applicable  to  gang  leaders  or  laborers  under 
Decision  No.  2 pro\isions.  Decided:  That  the  employees  in  question  are  entitled 
to  increase  of  not  less  than  13  cents  per  hour,  the  minimum  hourly  increase 
accruing  to  any  positions  of  super-visory  nature  specifically  referred  to  in  Decision 
No.  2.  (Decision  No.  515.) 

5i6a.  Railway  Em.ployees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Missouri  Pacific  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  488.) 

Dispute  pertaining  to  dismissal  of  two  boilermakers.  Decided:  That  organiza- 
tion in  question  ha^'ing  requested  withdrawal  of  this  case,  docket  is  therefore 
considered  closed.  (Decision  No.  516.) 

517a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Pennsylvania  System.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  488.  ) 

Request  for  pay  for  time  lost  by  carpenters  account  illegal  strike  of  train  and 
engine  ser^■ice  employees.  Decided:  That,  based  on  facts  contained  in  statement, 
claim  of  employees  for  time  lost  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  517.) 

518a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  & Western  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B,,  489.) 

Shall  painters  covered  by  paragraph  (b).  Decision  No.  92  of  this  Board,  receive 
the  15-cent  increase  specified  in  Decision  No.  2,  in  addition  to  rates  in  effect 
March  1,  1920?  Decided:  Yes.  (Decision  No.  518.) 

519a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  489.) 

Claim  for  compensation  account  carrier  reducing  working  days  to  five  days  per 
week  after  extensive  reduction  in  force  had  been  made.  Decided:  That  claim 
for  payment  account  reduction  in  days  per  week  shall  be  denied,  inasmuch  as 
carrier  did  not  A'iolate  rule  referred  to.  (Decision  No.  519.) 
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520a.  International  Brotherhood  of  Firemen  and  Oilers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co. 
(Pacific  System).  (II,  R,  L.  B.,  490.) 

Dispute  pertaining  to  payment  covering  Sunday  and  holiday  service.  Decided: 
That  this  case  is  considered  closed  and  if  further  submission  is  made,  evidence 
previously  submitted  will  be  considered  in  connection  with  resubmission  if 
desired.  (Decision  No.  520.) 

521a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  490.) 

Dispute  pertaining  to  the  exercise  of  seniority  rights  to  first-shift  position  when 
second  shift  abolished.  Decided:^  That  agreement  having  been  reached  between 
representatives  of  interested  parties  as  to  the  application  of  section  (e),  Article  il 
of  the  national  agreement  to  pumpers,  employees’  claim  is  denied.  (Decision 
No.  521.) 

522a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  491.) 

Request  for  compensation  at  rate  of  time  and  one-half  for  ninth  and  tenth  hours 
of  continuous  service  for  extra  gang  laborers  removing  snow  from  right  of  way. 
Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  522.) 

523a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Buffalo,  Rochester  & Pittsburgh  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  492.) 

Dispute  involving  rights  of  track  laborers  in  service  less  than  six  months. 
Decided:  That  seniority  principle  should  be  adhered  to  as  closely  as  possible  in 
reducing  forces;  however,  agreement  is  not  construed  as  imperative  that  carrier 
regard  seniority  until  employees  in  question  have  served  six  months.  Employees’ 
claim  denied.  (Decision  No.  523.) 

524a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  493.) 

What  consitutes  an  “isolated  point”  as  applied  to  engine  watchmen  referred 
to  in  section  (a-12),  Article  V of  national  agreement,  except  engine  watchmen 
whose  duties  connected  with  taking  care  of  engines  consume  more  than  50  per  cent 
of  their  time  on  duty.  Decided:  That  engine  watchmen  at  isolated  points  are 
those  located  at  other  than  division  terminals  where  there  is  no  supervision  and 
maintenance  work  is  not  performed  on  locomotives.  (Decision  No.  524.) 

525a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & Omaha  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  494.) 

(1)  Has  system  federation  right  to  negotiate  agreement  covering  water-service 
employees  under  jurisdiction  maintenance  of  way  department?  (2)  Have 
Federated  Shop  Crafts  right  to  include  water-service  employees  in  their  agree- 
ment? Decided:  (1)  Yes.  (2)  Yes.  (Decision  No.  525.) 

526a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Virginian  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  494.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  yard  conductor  dismissed  from  service.  Decided: 
That  this  employee  shall  be  reinstated  without  pay  for  time  lost.  (Decision 
No.  526.) 

527a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Kansas  City  Southern  Railway,  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  495.) 

Dispute  as  to  reinstatement  of  brakeman  dismissed  from  service.  Decided: 
That  the  claim  of  this  employee  can  not  be  sustained,  in  view  of  past  record  and 
responsibility  for  this  accident.  (Decision  No.  527.) 

528a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  et  al.  v.  Interstate  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  496.) 

Controversy  as  to  request  for  reinstatement  and  pay  of  switchman  dismissed 
from  service.  Decided:  After  considering  facts  in  case,  employees  in  question 
shall  be  reinstated  and  paid  for  time  lost  since  date  of  dismissal.  (Decision  No. 
528.) 
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529a.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Station  Employees  v.  Boston  Terminal  Co.  (II,  R. 
L.  B.,  498.) 

Question  invoLung  application  rule  66,  national  agreement,  to  _ daily-rated 
clerical  and  station  employees.  Bedded:  As  previously  decided  in  Decision 
No.  426  of  this  Board,  rule  66  referred  to  does  not  apply  to  clerical  and  station 
employees,  therefore,  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  529.) 

530a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Wabash  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  498.) 

Dispute  relating  to  alleged  violation  of  provisions  of  agreement  in  the  abolish- 
ment and  establishment  of  certain  positions.  Bedded:  As  a result  of  evidence 
submitted,  that  carrier’s  action  is  in  violation  of  rule  24  of  agreement  quoted. 
(Decision  No.  530.) 

531a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford  Railroad.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  499.) 

Question  invol\dng  reinstatement  of  former  ticket  sorters  with  pay  for  time 
lost.  Bedded:  That  positions  for  which  employees  in  question  make  claim 
having  been  abolished.  Board  orders  dispute  removed  from  the  docket  and  file 
closed.  (Decision  No.  531.) 

532a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  499.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  clerk  dismissed  account  overstaying  leave  of 
absence.  Bedded:  That  employees’  request  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  532.) 

533a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  500.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  clerk  in  local  freight  office.  Bedded:  That  request 
for  reinstatement  is  denied;  however,  back  pay  shall  be  paid  under  Decision 
No.  2 and  in  accordance  with  section  5,  Interpretation  No.  19  to  Decision  No. 
2,  prior  to  date  of  dismissal.  (Decision  No.  533.) 

534a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  500.) 

Claim  of  telephone  operator  for  right  to  exercise  seniority  to  position  on  clerical 
seniority  roster.  Carrier  states,  and  it  is  not  denied  by  the  employees,  that  the 
position  was  not  included  on  the  roster.  Bedded:  That  claim  of  employees  is 
denied.  (Decision  No.  534.) 

535a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  501.) 

Claim  of  employees  that  yard  checker  is  entitled  to  rate  paid  clerk  with  more 
than  one  year’s  experience.  Bedded:  Because  of  this  employee’s  previous  ex- 
perience he  is  entitled  to  rate  applying  to  clerk  with  more  than  one  year’s  experi- 
ence; therefore,  position  of  employees  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  535.) 

536a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  501.) 

Dispute  involving  carrier’s  refusal  to  grant  transportation  to  general  chairman. 
Bedded:  That  employee  should  be  furnished  free  transportation  inasmuch  as  he 
is  still  an  employee  on  leave  of  absence.  (Decision  No.  536.) 

537a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway.  (II,  R.  L,  B.,  502.) 

Controversy  as  to  compensation^  due  employees  not  granted  annual  vacation 
for  year  1921.  Bedded:  That  carrier’s  practice  did  not  allow  compensation  for 
annual  vacations  not  granted;  therefore  claim  of  emplovees  is  denied.  (Decision 
No.  537.)  ‘ 
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538a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway.  (TI,  R.  L. 
B.,  503.) 

Controversy  relating  to  senior  applicant  not  being  awarded  bulletined  position. 
Decided:  That  employee  in  question  shall  be  given  the  opportunity  to  qualify 
for  this  position,  inasmuch  as  he  possesses  sufficient  fitness  and  ability;  however, 
he  shall  not  be  compensated  for  time  out  of  carrier’s  service.  (Decision  No.  538.) 

539a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Chicago  & North  Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  504.) 

Question  involving  reinstatement  of  blacksmith  discharged  account  fighting 
on  duty.  Decided:  That  carrier  was  not  justified  in  dismissing  employee;  that  he 
shall  be  reinstated  without  impairment  to  seniority  rights,  but  vdthout  pay  for 
time  lost.  (Decision  No.  539.) 

540a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  504.) 

Question  regarding  reinstatement  of  machinist  and  payment  for  time  xost. 
Decided:  That  this  employee  shall  be  reinstated  with  seniority  rights  unimpahed, 
but  without  pay  for  time  lost.  (Decision  No.  540.) 

541a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  504.) 

Dispute  invohing  application  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  to  pump 
repairers  compensated  on  monthly  basis.  Decided:  That  Interpretation  No.  1 to 
Addendum  No.  2 to  Interpretation  No.  119  covers  question  in  dispute.  (De- 
cision No.  541.) 

542a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  505.) 

Application  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  to  certain  employees  per- 
forming work  in  connection  with  coal  pier  operation.  Decided:  That  Interpre- 
tation No.  1 to  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  covers  question  in  dispute. 
(Decision  No.  542.) 

543a.  Railway  Employees  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Hocking  Valley  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  506.) 

Dispute  relative  to  the  intent  of  item  1,  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119, 
which  provides  that  all  overtime  in  excess  of  established  hours  of  service  shall 
be  paid  for  at  pro  rata  rate.  Decided:  That  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Addendum 
No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  covers  the  question  in  dispute.  (Decision  No.  543.) 

544a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Boston  & Maine  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  507.) 

Controversy  involving  question  of  overtime  rate  for  Sunday  and  holiday  work> 
submitted  to  the  Board  prior  to  the  issuance  of  Decision  No.  222.  Decided:  That 
Interpretation  No.  I to  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119  covers  the  question 
in  dispute.  (Decision  No.  544.) 

545a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Chicago,  Rock  Island  & Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  508.) 

Question  as  to  (1)  overtime  provisions  of  agreement  entered  into  prior  to  Gov- 
ernment control  remaining  in  effect  until  final  action  of  Board.  (2)  What  con- 
stitutes classes  of  employees  referred  to  in  section  1 , Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision 
No.  119?  Decided:  That  Interpretation  No.  1 to  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision 
No.  119  covers  question  in  dispute.  (Decision  No.  545.) 

546a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  508.) 

Claim  of  employees  that  section  foremen  who  are  paid  a monthly  rate  on  a 
313-day  basis  be  allowed  extra  compensation  for  work  performed  on  holidays. 
Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  546.) 
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547a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Illinois  Centra!  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  510.) 

Request  of  employees  that  overtime  be  paid  to  certain  monthly-rated  foremen 
for  ser\T.ces  performed  on  the  seven  designated  holidays.  Decided:  That  claim 
of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  547.) 

548a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L,  B.,  510.) 

Shall  pumpers  and  similar  classes  of  employees  paid  under  provisions  of  section 
(a-12b  Article  V of  a^eement,  be  paid  overtime  under  sections  (a-7),  (a-8), 
(a-9),  and  (a-10)  of  said  agreement?  Decided:  No.  This  does  not  include  posi- 
tions excepted  in  the  last  paragraph  of  section  (a-12),  Article  V.  (Decision  No. 
548.) 

549a.  Knights  of  Labor  v.  Boston  & Maine  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  511.) 

Dispute  concerning  promoting  senior  laborer  to  position  of  helper.  Decided: 
The  Board  does  not  understand  that  the  management  was  obliged  to  make  the 
promotion  in  question,  under  the  pro\isions  of  agreement  existing  at  the  time 
this  dispute  arose.  (Decision  No.  549.) 

550a.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon-Washington  Railroad 
& Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  512.) 

Request  for  compensation  for  time  lost  by  employee  unjustly  dismissed  from 
the  ser\ice  and  later  reinstated.  Dedded:  That  in  \dew  of  the  e\ddence  shown  in 
decision,  this  employee  shall  be  paid  $600  partial  compensation  for  actual  loss 
due  to  his  dismissal.  (Decision  No.  550.) 

551a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Texas  & Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  513.) 

Question  as  to  reinstatement  of  former  section  foreman  and  payment  for  time 
lost.  Dedded:  Based  on  written  and  oral  e\ddence  presented  in  this  case.  Board 
decides  carrier’s  action  was  justified  and  denies  claim  for  reinstatement. 
(Decision  No.  551.) 

552a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  San  Antonio,  Uvalde  & Gulf  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  513.) 

Question  concerning  reinstatement  of  former  section  foreman  with  pay  for  time 
lost.  Dedded:  That  this  dismissal  was  unjustified.  That  employee  shall  be 
reinstated  with  seniority  rights  unimpaired  and  paid  for  all  time  lost  less  amount 
earned  in  other  employment  since  date  of  dismissal.  (Decision  No.  552.) 

553a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Erie  Railroad  Co.  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  515.) 

Controversy  relating  to  the  payment  of  overtime  work  at  pro  rata  rates  instead 
of  time  and  one-half  time.  Decided:  That  under  the  circumstances,  cited  and  in 
view  of  Interpretation  No.  4 to  Decision  No.  119,  carrier  shall  not  be  permitted 
to  change  the  payment  for  overtime  from  a punitive  to  a pro  rata  basis.  (Decision 
No.  553.) 

554a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Lines  in  Texas  and  Louisiana. 
(II,  R.  L.  B„  515.) 

Controversy  invohing  claim  of  accounting  department  clerk  for  compensation 
covering  time  absent  account  sickness.  De^ed:  After  carefully  re\iewing 
eAudence  presented,  and  in  accordance  with  past  practice,  that  employee  is  not 
entitled  to  pay  for  time  lost.  (Decision  No.  554.) 

555a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  516.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  clerk  dismissed  from  service.  Dedded:  That 
request  for  reinstatement  is  denied.  ( Decision  No.  555.) 

556a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  516.) 

Question  as  to  the  request  of  checker  for  time  lost  account  sickness.  Dedded:  In 
accordance  w-ith  past  practice,  employee  in  question  is  not  entitled  to  payment 
covering  time  lost  account  sickness.  (Decision  No.  556.) 
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557a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  517.) 

Controversy  as  to  reinstatement  of  clerk.  Decided:  That  request  for  reinstate- 
ment is  denied.  (Decision  No.  557.) 

558a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway.  (H,  R.  L.  B.,  517.) 

Dispute  regarding  bulletined  position  not  awarded  senior  applicant.  Carrier 
claims  that  employee  in  question  did  not  have  necessary  qualifications  and  that 
where  fitness  and  ability  are  not  sufficient,  seniority  does  not  prevail.  Decided: 
Based  on  evidence  before  it,  Board  decides  that  the  position  of  carrier  is  sustained. 
(Decision  No.  558.) 

559a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Denver  & Rio  Grande  Railroad.  (H,  R.  L,  B.,  518.) 

Dispute  regarding  rate  of  pay  and  basis  of  compensation  for  messenger  in  local 
freight  office.  Decided:  That  further  investigation  should  be  held  as  to  applica- 
tion provisions  of  rule  49.  If  no  agreement  reached,  matter  should  be  referred 
to  the  Board,  giving  full  information  as  to  the  extent  to  which  service  requires 
continuous  application.  (Decision  No.  559.) 

560a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Mobile  & Ohio  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  518.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  clerk  dismissed  from  service.  Decided:  That 
request  of  employees  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  5G0.) 

561a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  519.) 

Controversy  involving  claim  of  clerk,  office  auditor  of  disbursements,  for  pay 
covering  absence  account  sickness.  Decided:  That  according  to  past  practice 
employee  involved  is  not  entitled  to  pay  for  time  lost  account  sickness.  (Deci- 
sion No.  561.) 

562a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  519.) 

Claim  of  clerk,  office  auditor  miscellaneous  accounts,  for  pay  covering  absence 
account  sickness.  Decided:  That  in  accordance  with  past  practice,  employee 
involved  is  not  entitled  to  pay  for  time  lost  account  sickness.  (Decision  No.  562.) 

563a.  Order  of  Railroad  Telegraphers  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  520.) 

Claim  of  agent  for  pay  under  call  rule.  Decided:  Matter  complained  of  having 
occurred  before  passage  of  Transportation  Act,  Board  decides  that  it  has  no  juris- 
diction. Case  is  therefore  removed  from  docket  and  file  closed.  (Decision 
No.  563.) 

564a.  American  Train  Dispatchers’  Association  v.  Denver  & Rio  Grande  Railroad. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  520.) 

Request  for  payment  due  train  dispatcher  for  time  lost  account  sickness,  rules 
in  effect  providing  that  dispatchers  will  be  extended  the  same  treatment  as  other 
division  officials.  Decided:  After  giving  careful  consideration  to  the  statements 
made  in  this  case,  employees’  position  should  be  sustained.  (Decision  No.  564.) 

565a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway.  (H,  R.  L.  B.,  521.) 

Controversy  as  to  warehouse  employee  being  defined  as  clerk,  in  accordance 
with  rule  4,  Article  II,  of  agreement.  Decided:  That  the  employee  in  question 
does  not  devote  more  than  four  hours  a^  day  to  clerical  work,  therefore  claim  for 
classification  as  clerk  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  565.) 
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566a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks  Freight  Handlers,  Express 
and  Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  521.) 

Claim  of  employees  for  three  hours’  pay  account  reporting  for  work  at  their 
regular  starting  time,  not  ha^u-ng  been  otherwise  notified.  Decided:  That  position 
of  employees  is  sustained.  (Decision  No.  566.) 

567a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  522.) 

Question  as  to  clerk’s  prior  experience  entitling  her  to  increase  of  6^  cents 
nnder  provisions  of  Decision  No.  2.  Decided:  That  request  for  reinstatement 
with  pay  for  time  held  out  of  service  is  denied;  however,  if  employee  desires  to 
return  to  service,  seniority  rights  shall  be  retained  unimpaired.  (Decision 
No.  567.) 

568a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Indiana  Harbor  Belt  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  523.) 

Dispute  pertaining  to  change  in  practice  of  letting  employees  in  certain  offices 
off  for  part  of  day  on  Saturday.  Decided:  Request  for  withdrawal  having  been 
received,  case  is  removed  from  docket  and  file  closed.  (Decision  No.  568.) 

569a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad.  (H,  R.  L.  B.,  523.) 

Dispute  concerning  proper  seniority  of  clerk.  Decided:  In  hearing  conducted 
by  tliis  Board,  parties  to  this  dispute  agreed  upon  settlement.  Case  is  therefore 
removed  from  docket  and  file  closed.  (Decision  No.  569.) 

570a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks^  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System.  (li,  R.  L.  B.,  523.) 

Dispute  as  to  the  proper  rate  of  pay  applicable  to  clerk  in  office  of  superintendent 
of  car  service.  Decided:  Board  ha\dng  been  ad\dsed  that  dispute  in  question  has 
been  satisfactorily  adjusted,  case  removed  from  docket  and  file  closed.  (Decision 
No.  570.)  - 

571a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Pennsylvania  System.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  524.) 

Dispute  in  reference  to  seniority  of  clerk.  Decided:  Having  been  advised  that 
satisfactory  settlement  has  been  reached,  case  is  removed  from  docket  and  file 
closed.  (Decision  No.  571.) 

572a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Gulf  & Ship  Island  Railroad.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  524.) 

Dispute  regarding  claim  of  purchase  department  employee  for  time  lost  incident 
to  reduction  in  days  constituting  weekly  assignment.  Decided:  That  inasmuch 
as  rule  66,  clerks’  agreement,  has  been  violated,  employee  shall  be  reimbursed 
for  difference  between  amount  received  and  what  he  would  have  received  if  per- 
mitted to  work  full  assignment.  (Decision  No.  572.) 

573a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & St.  Paul  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
525.) 

Request  for  reinstatement  of  clerk,  general  yardmaster’s  office.  Decided:  That 
reinstatement  request  is  denied.  (Decision  No.  573.) 

574a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  I^ilway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  525.) 

Claim  of  daily-rated  station  employees  for  compensation  covering  holiday  after 
being  notified  not  to  work.  Decided:  That  in  absence  of  any  mutual  agreement 
regarding  holidays  not  mentioned  in  rule  64,  employees  mentioned  are  entitled 
to  pay  covering  Armistice  Day,  in  accordance  with  rule  66  of  agreement.  (Deci- 
sion No.  574.) 
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575a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Colorado  & Southern  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  526.) 

Dispute  as  to  proper  rate  of  compensation  due  head  clerk.  ov(*rcharge  claim 
department.  Decided:  That  this  controversy  having  arisen  during  the  period  of 
Federal  control,  and  having  been  decided  by  Director  General  of  Railroads, 
Board  has  no  jurisdiction.  (Decision  No.  575.) 

576a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and.  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  St.  Louis-San  Francisco  Railway.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  526.) 

Request  of  file  clerk  for  reinstatement  with  seniority  unimpaired  and  pay 
for  time  held  out  of  service.  Decided:  That  pay  for  time  lost  is  (kmied.  If  de- 
sired, return  to  service  shall  be  permitted  with  seniority  unimpaired;  assignment 
to  be  made  to  first  bulletined  position  to  which  seniority  rights  entitle  her.  (De- 
cision No.  576.) 

577a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Pere  Marquette  Raiiv/ay.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  527.) 

Claim  of  bill  clerk  for  reimbursement  covering  time  lost  account  having  been 
refused  opportunity  to  make  displacement  when  reduction  iu  force  wa.s  made. 
Decided:  Tliat  this  employee  shall  be  reinstated  with  seniority  rights  unimpaired 
and  paid  for  time  lost  less  amount  earned  in  other  employment  since  date  of 
dismissal.  (Decision  No.  577.) 

578a.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford  Railroad  Co.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  528.) 

(Question  involving  dispute  as  to  the  right  of  engine-house  clerk  to  exercise 
seniority  rights.  Decided:  That  this  employee  shall  be  permitted  to  exercise 
seniority  to  any  position  within  scope  of  agreement  and  be  reimbursed  for  time 
lost  less  amount  earned  since  date  laid  off.  (Decision  No.  578.) 

579a.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Central  Railroad  Co.  of  New  Jersey.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  529.) 

Question  as  to  reinstating  former  section  foreman  with  pay  for  time  lost.  {De- 
cided: That  this  employee  shall  be  reinstated  with  seniority  rights  unimpaired, 
but  without  pay  for  time  lost.  (Decision  No.  579.) 

580a.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  (Pacific  System).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  529.) 

Shall  exclusive  operation  of  electric  crane  entitle  employee  to  classification 
and  rate  provided  in  rule  141  of  Federated  Shop  Crafts’  agreement?  Decided: 
Y^es,  to  the  effective  date  of  reclassification  established  by  Addendum  No.  6 to 
Decision  No.  222.  (Decision  No.  580.) 

58ia.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v. 
Indiana  Harbor  Belt  Railroad.  (H,  R.  L.  B.,  530.) 

Shall  former  car  inspector  be  reinstated  and  paid  for  time  lost?  Decided:  That 
e^ddence  submitted  indicates  management’s  action  was  justified.  Reinstate- 
ment therefore  denied.  ( Decision  No.  581.) 


B.  DIGEST  OF  ADDENDA. 


[Note. — Each  paragraph  is  numherod  conseculively  for  the  ]niri)ose  of  making  an  index  reference;  num- 
hers  so  used  have  no  relation  to  any  numbers  used  in  conneetioJi  with  the  addenda.  The  reference 
R.  L.  B.,  71)”  following  the  subcaplion  “lb.  Alton  & Southern  Railroad  and  Its  Employees,” 
indicates  Vol.  I,  Railroad  Labor  Board  Decisions,  p.  No.  71.] 


lb.  Alton  & Southern  Railroad  and  Its  Employees.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  71.) 

Alton  & Southern  Railroad  and  its  employees  are  made  a party  to  Decision 
No.  2 (wage  increases  effective  May  1,  1920),  and  all  provisions  of  the  decision 
apply  to  this  carrier  and  its  employees  'with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  to  the 
parties  originally  named  therein.  ( Addendum  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2.) 
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2b.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & Gary  Railway  Co.  and  Its  Employees.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  71.) 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  & Gary  Railway  Co.  and  its  employees  are  made  a party 
to  Decision  No.  2 (wage  increases  effective  May  1,  1920),  and  all  provisions  of  the 
decision  apply  to  this  carrier  and  its  employees  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as 
to  the  parties  originally  named  therein.  (Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  2.) 

3b.  Galveston  Wharf  Co.  and  Its  Employees.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  72.) 

Galveston  Wharf  Co.  and  its  employees  are  made  a party  to  Decision  No.  2 
(wage  increases  effective  May  1,  1920),  and  all  provisions  of  the  decision  apply 
to  this  carrier  and  its  employees  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  to  the  parties 
originally  named  therein.  (Addendum  No.  3 to  Decision  No.  2.) 

4b.  Mississippi  Central  Railroad  Co.  and  Its  Employees.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  72.) 

Mississippi  Central  Railroad  Co.  and  its  employees  are  made  a party  to  Decision 
No.  2 (wage  increases  effective  May  1,  1920),  and  all  provisions  of  the  decision 
apply  to  this  carrier  and  its  employees  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  to  the 
parties  originally  named  therein.  (Addendum  No.  4 to  Decision  No.  2.) 

5b.  The  Pullman  Co.  and  Its  Shop  Employees.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  72.) 

The  Pullman  Co.  and  its  shop  employees  are  made  a party  to  Decision  No.  2 
(wage  increases  effective  May  1,  1920),  and  all  pro\dsions  of  the  decision  applicable 
to  the  Federated  Shop  Employees,  represented  by  the  Railway  Employees’ 
Department  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor,  apply  to  this  carrier  and  its 
shop  employees  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  to  the  parties  originally  named 
therein.  (Addendum  No.  5 to  Decision  No.  2.) 

6b.  The  Pullman  Co.  and  Its  Clerical  and  Station  Employees.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  73.) 

The  Pullman  Co.  and  its  clerical  and  station  employees  are  made  a party  to 
Decision  No.  2 (wage  increases  effective  May  1,  1920),  and  all  provisions  of  the 
decision  applicable  to  the  clerical  and  station  forces,  represented  by  the  Brother- 
hood of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station 
Employees,  apply  to  this  carrier  and  its  clerical  and  station  employees  with  the 
same  force  and  effect  as  to  the  parties  originally  named  therein.  (Addendum 
No.  6 to  Decision  No.  2.) 

7b.  Railroad  Yardmasters  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  et  al. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  535.) 

The  Railroad  Y'ardmasters  of  America  and  10  other  organizations  representing 
railroad  employees  added  as  parties  to  Decision  No.  119,  and  the  decision  is 
applicable  to  them  under  the  provisions  set  forth  therein  as  fully  and  effectu- 
ally if  they  had  been  named  in  the  original  decision.  (Addendum  No.  1 to 
Decision  No.  119.) 

8b.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  535.) 

The  directions  contained  in  Decision  No.  119  are  modified  with  respect  to  rules 
governing  compensation  for  overtime,  and  certain  other  rules  covering  questions 
not  agreed  to  in  conferences  between  the  carriers  and  their  employees  are  con- 
tinued in  effect  until  such  time  as  disputes  are  decided  by  the  Labor  Board. 
Rules  agreed  upon  by  carriers  and  employees  are  made  effective  as  of  .July  1, 
1921.  (Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119.) 

9b.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.  et  al.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
537.) 

The  Alabama  & Vicksburg  Railway  Co.  and  91  other  carriers  added  as  parties 
to  the  dispute  covered  by  Decision  No.  147,.  also  the  Brotherhood  of  Dining  Car 
Conductors  is  added  to  the  list  of  organizations  named  as  parties  to  the  dispute. 
Nine  new  sections  are  added  to  the  article  covering  floating  equipment  employees, 
and  10  new  sections  preceded  by  special  introductory  clause  are  made  part  of  the 
article  relating  to  miscellaneous  employees.  (Addendum  No.  1 to  Decision  No. 
147.) 
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lOb.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.  et  al.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B., 
561.) 

The  Atlanta  Terminal  Co.  and  18  other  carriers  added  as  parties  to  the  dispute 
covered  by  Decision  No.  147,  also  the  International  Association  of  Bridge,  Struc- 
tural and  Ornamental  Iron  Workers  is  added  to  the  list  of  organizations  named  as 
parties  to  tlie  dispute.  The  Boston  & Maine  Railroad  and  the  Grand  dYunk  Rail- 
way System  (Western  Lines)  are  relisted  for  the  purpose  of  naming  their  sul> 
sidiaries.  (Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  147.) 

lib.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.  et  al.  v.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship 
Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and  Station  Employees  et  al.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  564.) 

The  Manistique  & Lake  Superior  Railroad  Co.  and  the  Norfolk  & Portsmouth 
Belt  Line  Railroad  added  as  parties  to  the  dispute  covered  by  Decision  No.  147. 
(Addendum  No.  3 to  Decision  No.  147.) 

12b.  Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad  v.  Certain  Clerical  and  Station  Employees. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  565.) 

Certain  specified  employees  and  a subordinate  official  are  included  in  Decision 
No.  215  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  named  originally  in  said  decision, 
except  that  the  effective  date  shall  be  October  16,  1921.  (Addendum  No.  o 
Decision  No.  215.) 

13b.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v.  Penn- 
sylvania System.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  566.) 

The  directions  issued  by  the  Labor  Board  in  Decision  No.  218  relative  to  the 
holding  of  elections  for  the  selection  of  representatives  of  the  employees  modified 
to  the  extent  that  the  election  of  representatives  shall  be  by  secret  ballot. 
(Addendum  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  218.) 

14b.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  et.  ai.  v.  Railway  Employees’  De- 
partment, A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  566.) 

The  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway  Co.  and  11  other  carriers  added  as 
parties  to  Decision  .No.  222,  and  all  the  proAdsions  of  this  decision  apply  to  these 
carriers  and  their  employees  in  the  shop  crafts  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if 
the  carriers  had  been  named  originally  in  said  decision  except  that  the  effective 
date  shall  be  September  16,  1921.  (Addendum  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  222.) 

15b.  New  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford  Railroad  Co.  v.  Railway  Employees’  De- 
partment, A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  567.) 

The  NeAV  York,  New  Haven  & Hartford  Railway  Co.  is  made  a party  to  Decision 
No.  222,  and  all  the  provisions  of  this  decision  apply  to  the  carrier  and  its  employ- 
ees in  the  shop  crafts  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said  carrier  had 
been  named  originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective  date  shall  be 
October  1,  1921.  (Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  222.) 

16b.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co.  et.  al.  v.  Railway  Employees’  Depart- 
ment, A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  567.) 

Certain  specified  rules  determined  to  be  just  and  reasonable  by  the  Labor 
Board  made  applicable  to  the  carriers  and  the  organizations  named  in  Decision 
No.  222,  and  made  effective  October  16,  1921.  (Addendum  No.  3 to  Decision 
No.  222.) 

17b.  Alabama  & Vicksburg  Railway  Co.  et  al.  v.  Railway  Employees’  Department, 
A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  570.) 

The  Alabama  & Vicksburg  Railway  Co.  and  18  other  carriers  added  as  parties 
to  Decision  No.  222,  and  all  the  pro\dsions  of  this  decision  apply  to  these  carriers 
and  their  employees  in  the  shop  crafts  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said 
carriers  had  been  named  originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective 
date  shall  be  October  16,  1921.  (Addendum  No.  4 to  Decision  No.  222.) 
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18b.  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System  v.  Railw'ay  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of 
L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  571.) 

The  El  Paso  & Southwestern  System  is  made  a party  to  Decision  No.  222,  and 
all  the  provisions  of  this  decision  apply  to  the  earner  and  its  employees  in  the 
shop  crafts  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said  carrier  had  been  named 
originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective  date  shall  be  November  16, 
1921.  (Addendum  No.  5 to  Decision  No.  222.) 

19b.  Chicago  & North  Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.  v.  Railway  Employees’  Depart- 
ment, A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  571.) 

Certain  specified  rules  determined  to  be  just  and  reasonable  by  the  Labor 
Board  made  applicable  to  the  carriers  and  organizations  named  in  Decision  No. 
222  and  those  added  by  addenda,  and  made  effective  December  1,  1921.  For 
purpose  of  ready  reference  the  rules  pre'vdously  adopted  are  reproduced  and 
designated  by  the  use  of  asterisks.  Certain  rules  governing  the  application  of 
Decision  No.  222  are  shown  under  the  caption  ‘‘General  instructions.”  (Ad- 
dendum No.  6 to  Decision  No.  222.) 

20b.  Spokane,  Portland  & Seattle  Railway  Co.  et  al.  v.  Railway  Employees’  De- 
partment, A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  596.) 

The  Spokane,  Portland  & Seattle  Railwajr  Co.  and  three  other  earners  made 
parties  to  Decision  No.  ?22,  and  all  the  pro\dsions  of  this  decision  apply  to  these 
carriers  and  their  employees  in  the  shop  crafts  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if 
the  earners  had  been  named  originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective 
date  shall  be  December  1, 1921.  (Addendum  No.  7 to  Decision  No.  222.) 

21b.  Central  Vermont  Railway  v.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L. 
(Federated  Shop  Crafts).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  597.) 

The  Central  Vermont  Railway  is  made  a party  to  Decision  No.  222,  and  all  the 
proAusions  of  this  decision  apply  to  this  carrier  and  its  employees  in  the  shop 
crafts  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said  carrier  had  been  named  originally 
in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective  date  shall  be  December  6,  1921.  (Ad- 
dendum No.  8 to  Decision  No.  222.) 

22b.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  al.  v.  Railway  Employees’  Department, 
A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts).  (D,  R.  L.  B.,  597.) 

The  Louis^dlle  & Nashville  Railroad  Co.  and  the  Pittsburg  & Shawmut  Rail- 
road Co.  are  made  parties  to  Decision  No.  222,  and  all  the  provisions  of  this  decision 
apply  to  these  carriers  and  their  employees  in  the  shop  crafts  with  the  same  force 
and  effect  as  if  the  said  carriers  had  been  named  originally  in  said  decision,  except 
that  the  effective  date  shall  be  January  1,  1922.  (Addendum  No.  9 to  Decision 
No.  222.) 

23b.  Alabama  & Vicksburg  Railway  Co.  et  al.  v.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance 
of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop  Laborers.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  598.) 

The  Alabama  & Vicksburg  Railway  Co.  and  21  other  carriers  are  made  parties 
to  Decision  No.  501,  and  all  the  provisions  of  this  decision  apply  to  these  carriers 
and  certain  specified  employees  with  the  same  force  as  if  the  said  carriers  had  been 
named  originally  in  said  decision,  except  that  the  effective  date  shall  be  January 
1,  1922.  (Addendum  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  501.) 

■ C.  DIGEST  OF  INTERPRETATIONS. 

[Note.— Each  paragraph  is  numbered  consecutively  for  the  purpose  of  making  an  index  reference;  num- 
bers so  used  have  no  relation  to  any  numbers  used  in  connection  with  the  interpretations.  The  reference 
“(I,  R.  L.  B.,  79)”  following  the  subcaption  “Ic.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Emplovees 
and  Railway  Shop  Laborers  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway”  indicates  Vol.  I,  Railroad  Labor  Board  De- 
cisions, p.  No.  79.] 

Ic.  United  Brotherhood  of  Maintenance  of  Way  Employees  and  Railway  Shop 
Laborers  v.  Norfolk  & Western  Railway.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  79.) 

Question  as  to  how  section  7,  Article  III,  of  Decision  No.  2 should  be  applied 
to  monthly-rated  employees  required  to  work  in  excess  of  204  hours  per  month. 
Decided:  That  the  employees  specified  in  the  aforementioned  section  who  are 
paid  on  a monthly  basis  and  who  do  not  receive  compensation  in  addition  thereto 
for  service  rendered  on  Sundays  or  holidays  shall  receive  an  increase  in  their 
monthly  salary  in  the  sum  represented  by  multiplying  8+  cents  by  204,  i.  e., 
$17.34.  (Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  2.) 
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2c.  Brotherhood  of  Railway  and  Steamship  Clerks,  Freight  Handlers,  Express  and 
Station  Employees  v.  Terminal  Railroad  Association  of  St.  Louis.  (I,  R.  L. 
B.,  79.) 

Shall  the  increase  of  13  cents  per  hour  for  baggage  and  parcel  room  employees 
be  added  to  the  rates  in  effect  March  1,  1920,  or  to  the  rates  which  include  in- 
creases granted  subsequent  thereto?  Decided:  That  13  cents  per  hour  shall  be 
added  to  the  rates  in  effect  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920.  (Interpretation  No.  2 to 
Decision  No.  2.) 

3c.  Railway  Employees’  Department,  A.  F.  of  L.  (Federated  Shop  Crafts),  v.  Atchi- 
son, Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway.  (T,  R.  L.  B.,  80.) 

Application  of  increases  specified  in  Article  IV,  Decision  No.  2,  to  monthly- 
rated mechanics  assigned  regularly  to  road  ser\dce.  Decided:  That  employees 
regularly  assigned  under  the  provisions  of  rule  15  of  the  national  agreement  cov- 
ering Federated  Shop  Trades  shall  receive  an  increase  of  13  cents  per  hour  on  the 
basis  of  3,156  hours  per  calendar  year.  (Interpretation  No.  3 to  Decision  No.  2.) 

4c.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  81.) 

Will  overtime  rates  for  passenger  engineers  be  increased  in  the  same  proportion 
as  the  daily  rate  under  Decision  No.  2?  Decided:  That  overtime  rate  shall  be  not 
less  than  one-eighth  of  the  increased  daily  rate  as  provided  for  in  Decision  No.  2 
former  higher  flat  overtime  rates.  (Interpretation  No.  4 to  Decision 


5c.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  81.) 

Shall  the  passenger  daily  minimum  rate  of  $6.05  for  engineers  be  increased  by 
Decision  No.  2?  Decided:  That  the  rate  should  be  increased  80  cents,  thereby 
making  the  minimum  daily  rate  for  engineers  in  passenger  service  $6.85.  (In- 
terpretation No.  5 to  Decision  No.  2.) 

6c.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  82.) 

Shall  the  minimum  rate  for  mine-run  service  of  $6.35  per  day  or  per  100  miles 
or  less,  for  engineers,  be  increased  by  Decision  No.  2?  Decided:  That  the  rate  be 
increased  $1.04,  thus  making  the  minimum  daily  rate  for  engineers  in  mine-run 
service  $7.39.  (Interpretation  No.  6 to  Decision  No.  2.) 

7c.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  82.) 

Shall  the  rates  of  pay  for  engineers  and  firemen,  as  covered  by  article  28  (^*), 
pages  40  to  43,  inclusive,  of  the  existing  agreement  between  the  Louisville  & 
Nashville  Railroad  Co.  and  its  engineers  and  firemen,  be  increased  by  Decision 
No.  2?  Decided:  That  $1.04  should  be  added  to  the  several  daily  rates  for  freight 
service;  and  also  that  $1.04  multiplied  by  the  number  of  days  constituting  a 
month  should  be  added  for  regular  assigned  local  service  except  three-crewed 
monthly-salaried  locals.  (Interpretation  No.  7 to  Decision  No.  2.) 

8c.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Chesapeake  & Ohio  Railway  Co.  (I,  R. 
L.  B.,  83.) 

How  shall  Decision  No.  2 be  applied  to  shifter  brakemen?  Decided:  That  an 
increase  of  $1.04  per  day  should  be  applied  to  the  service  in  question  which  is 
analogous  to  mine-run  service.  (Interpretation  No.  8 to  Decision  No.  2.) 

9c.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Louisville  & Nashville  Railroad 
Co.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  83.) 

Shall  the  increases  provided  for  in  Decision  No.  2 be  applied  to  arbitrary  rates 
or  special  allowances  covering  such  service  as  deadheading,  attending  court, 
handling  engines  between  specified  passenger  stations,  and  combination  service 
of  engineer  and  conductor?  Decided:  That  rules  governing  compensation,  involv- 
ing arbitrary  rates  or  special  allowances,  are  so  closely  interwoven  with  certain 
other  rules  that  the  Labor  Board  will  not  give  these  rules  consideration  until  the 
question  of  rules  is  taken  up  for  decision.  (Interpretation  No.  9 to  Decision  No.  2.) 
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10c.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  Railway  Co. 
(I,  R.  L.  B.,  83.) 

Shall  the  daily  guarantees  of  $6  and  $4  per  day  in  passenger  service  for  en^neers 
and  firemen,  respectively,  be  increased  80  cents  per  day?  Decided:  That  engineers’ 
and  firemen’s  rates  shall  be  increased  80  cents  per  day  under  the  provisions  of 
Article  VI  of  Decision  No.  2,  thus  making  the  new  minimum  $6.80  for  engineers 
and  $5.05  for  firemen.  (Interpretation  No.  10  to  Decision  No.  2.) 

11c.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  Railway  Co. 
(I,  R.  L.  B.,  84.) 

Shall  the  daily  minimum  rates  for  engineers  in  passenger  ser\’ice  which  were  pre" 
served  by  the  “saving  clause”  in  Supplement  No.  24  to  General  Order  No.  27  be 
increased  by  Decision  No.  2?  Decided:  That  said  minimum  rates  were  established 
by  the  United  States  Railroad  Administration  and  80  cents  shall  therefore  be 
added  to  the  rates  in  question.  (Interpretation  No.  11  to  Decision  No.  2.) 

12c.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  Railway  Co. 
(I,  R.  L.  B.,  84.) 

Shall  Decision  No.  2 be  applied  to  engineers  attending  court  or  being  held  out 
of  service  to  attend  court?  Decided:  That  rules  governing  compensation,  involv- 
ing court  ser-vice,  are  so  closely  interwoven  with  certain  other  rules  that  the  Labor 
Board  will  not  give  these  rules  consideration  until  the  question  of  rules  is  taken 
up  for  decision.  (Interpretation  No.  12  to  Decision  No.  2.) 

13c.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co. 
(I,  R.  L.  B.,  84.) 

How  shall  Decision  No.  2 be  applied  to  guaranteed  minimum  daily  rate  for 
engineers  and  firemen  in  short  turn  around  passenger  service?  Decided:  That 
Article  VI  of  Decision  No.  2 should  be  applied,  thus  adding  80  cents  to  the  rates 
in  question.  (Interpretation  No.  13  to  Decision  No.  2.) 

14c.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co.  (I,  R. 
L.  B.,  85.) 

(1)  Shall  the  overtime  rate  for  “passenger  engineers,  greater  than  one-eighth  of 
the  daily  rate,  be  increased  by  the  application  of  Decision  No.  2?  (2)  Shall  the 

daily  guarantee  in  passenger  service  for  engineers  and  firemen  be  increased  80 
cents  per  day?  Decided:  (1)  That  overtime  rates  for  passenger  engineers  shall  be 
not  less  than  one-eighth  of  the  increased  daily  rate,  preserving  former  higher  flat 
overtime  rates.  (2)  That  80  cents  shall  be  added  to  the  daily  guarantee  in  pas- 
senger service.  (Interpretation  No.  14  to  Decision  No.  2.) 

15c.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  603.) 

Does  section  6,  Article  II  of  Decision  No.  2,  provide  for  an  increase  of  5 cents 
per  hour  for  the  classes  of  employees  named  therein  regardless  of  age,  or  does  it 
apply  only  to  employees  of  the  classes  named  therein  who  are  less  than  18  years 
of  age?  Decided:  That  this  section  was  intended  to  provide  an  increase  of  5 cents 
per  hour  for  the  classes  of  employees  mentioned  therein  regardless  of  age.  (Inter- 
pretation No.  15  to  Decision  No.  2.) 

16c.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  603.) 

Shall  any  of  the  increases  granted  in  Article  VI  of  Decision  No.  2 be  applied 
to  rates  of  pay  covering  work,  such  as  deadheading  on  mileage  basfs?  Decided: 
That  the  rates  specified  in  sections  1 and  2,  Article  VI  of  Decision  No.  2,  should 
be  applied  to  rates  for  deadheading.  (Interpretation  No.  16  to  Decision  No.  2.) 

17c.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  604.) 

Shall  the  52  cents  per  100  miles  for  engineers  and  40  cents  per  100  miles  for 
firemen  in  local  freight  service,  as  specified  in  section  (h)  of  Article  IV,  Supple- 
ment No.  15  to  General  Order  No.  27,  be  proportionately  increased  under  Decision 
No.  2 of  the  Labor  Board?  Decided:  No.  (Interpretation  No.  17  to  Decision 
No.  2.) 
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18c.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  604.) 

Shall  the  increase  of  1.04  cents  per  mile  specified  in  section  2,  Article  VI  of 
Decision  No.  2,  be  applied  to  the  rate  of  5.37  cents  per  mile  established  by  General 
Order  No.  27  of  the  Railroad  Administration  for  firemen  in  freight  ser\ice  on 
Santa  Fe  type  locomotives  weighing  from  250,000  to  300,000  pounds  on  drivers? 
Decided:  Yes.  (Interpretation  No.  18  to  Decision  No.  2.) 

19c.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railv/ay  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  605.) 

Question  as  to  back  pay  for  employees  who  were  in  the  service  of  the  carriers 
on  May  1,  1920,  the  effective  date  of  Decision  No.  2 or  who  entered  the  service 
subsequent  to  May  1,  1920,  but  who  left  the  ser\dce  for  various  causes  prior  to 
July  20,  1920.  Decided:  That  employees  in  the  service  of  the  carri^  12.01  a.  m., 
July  20, 1920,  are  entitled  to  back  pay  for  service  performed  during  the  retroactive 
period  with  certain  exceptions  as  noted  The  principles  outlined  in  this  inter- 
pretation shall  also  govern  in  the  adjudication  of  similar  questions  which  may 
arise  in  the  application  of  Decisions  Nos.  3 and  5.  (Interpretation  No.  19  to 
Decision  No.  2.) 

20c.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  8z  Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  606.) 

Are  the  increases  specified  in  Article  IV  of  Decision  No.  2 applicable  to  the 
employees  of  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway  Co.  and,  if  so,  to  what  rates  shall 
such  increases  be  added?  Decided:  That  the  increases  provided  in  this  decision 
are  applicable  to  employees  on  that  railroad  and,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  this  road 
was  not  under  Federal  control,  the  increases  should  be  added  to  the  rates  in  effect 
on  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway  at  12.01  a.  m.,  March  1,  1920.  (Interpretation 
No.  20  to  Decision  No.  2.) 

21c.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  608.) 

Shall  the  increase  of  15  cents  per  hour  specified  in  sections  1,  2,  and  3,  Article 
III  of  Decision  No.  2,  be  applied  to  labor  foremen  in  shops  and  enginehquses 
whose  duties  consist  of  supervising  engine  wipers,  laborers,  and  like  positions, 
which  were  increased  under  the  provisions  of  sections  6 and  8,  Article  III  of 

, Decision  No.  2?  Decided:  That  analogous  service  as  applied  to  supervisory  forces 
entitled  the  supervisors  in  question  to  a monthly  increase  of  not  less  than  204 
times  13  cents,  or  $26.52  per  month.  (Interpretation  No.  21  to  Decision  No.  2.) 

22c.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  608.) 

Shall  the  daily  guarantee  for  passenger  service  established  by  Supplement  No. 
15  to  General  Order  No.  27  for  engineers  and  fiuremen  be  increased  80  cents  by 
Article  VI  of  Decision  No.  2?  Decided:  Yes.  (Interpretation  No.  22  to  Decision 
No.  2.) 

23c.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  609.) 

How  shall  carriers  and  their  employees  conduct  their  negotiations  on  the 
matters  referred  back  by  Decision  No.  119?  Decided:  That  Decision  No.  119  does 
not  direct  how  negotiations  shall  be  conducted.  However,  it  does  not  limit  or 
restrict  an  individual  carrier  and  its  employees  from  acting  jointly  or  concertedly . 
(Interpretation  No.  1 to  Decision  No.  119.) 

24c.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  609.) 

Does  Decision  No.  119  terminate  July  1,  1921,  the  agreements  of  the  engineers 
and  firemen,  the  conductors  and  the  trainmen  with  the  carriers  named  in  this 
interpretation?  Or  does  it  in  any  wise  affect  the  agreements,  supplement  orders, 
etc.  of  the  Railroad  Administration  as  applied  to  these  classes  of  employees? 
Decided:  That  the  Labor  Board  did  not  include  in  Decision  No.  119  any  matter 
which  was  not  properly  before  it  as  a dispute,  and  did  not,  therefore,  terminate 
the  existing  schedules  or  agreements  of  employees  in  train,  engine,  and  yard 
service  of  the  carriers  involved.  (Interpretation  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119.) 
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25c.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  610.) 

Are  the  emplcwees  comprising  Mutual  System  Federation  No.  40  of  the  Rail- 
way Employees  Department  ^%^.thin  their  rights  in  selecting  and  duly  authorizing 
some  one  other  than  an  employee  of  the  Virginia  Railway  Co.,  as  their  agent  or 
counsel  in  negotiating  an  agi’eement?  Decided:  Yes.  Title  III  of  the  Transpor- 
tation Act,  1920,  and  various  decisions  of  the  Labor  Board  established  and  rec- 
ognized this  right.  (Interpretation  No.  3 to  Decision  No.  119.) 

26c.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  610.) 

Does  Decision  No.  119  terminate  July  1,  1921,  the  agreement  of  the  Order  of 
Railroad  Telegraphers  with  the  carriers  included  in  that  decision?  Decided: 
That  the  Labor  Board  did  not  include  in  Decision  No.  119  any  matter  which 
was  not  properly  before  it  as  a dispute,  and  did  not,  therefore,  terminate  the 
existing  schedules  or  agreements  negotiated  by  the  Order  of  Railroad  Teleg- 
raphers. (Interpretation  No.  4 to  Decision  No.  119.) 

27c.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  610.) 

Shall  the  employees  in  the  general  office  now  covered  by  the  existing  agree- 
ments of  the  clerks  be  granted  the  right  to  negotiate  an  agreement  with  the  carrier 
distinct  from  that  negotiated  by  the  said  organization?  Decided:  That  employees 
in  general  offices  now  covered  by  existing  agreements  of  the  clerks  do  not  con- 
stitute a craft  or  class  separate  and  different  from  other  employees  in  the  clerical 
and  station  ser^'ice,  and  should,  therefore,  be  included  vdthin  the  agreement 
with  other  clerical  and  station  ser^dce  employees.  This  not  to  prevent  the  in- 
clusion of  personal  office  forces  and  confidential  positions  from  application  of 
agreement.  (Interpretation  No.  5 to  Decision  No.  119.) 

28c.  International  Association  of  Machinists  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  612.) 

Question  as  to  proper  compensation  for  overtime  between  July  1 and  August 
15,  1921,  inclusive,  for  regular  day  workers,  for  hourly-paid  employees,  and  for 
monthly-paid  employees.  Decided:  That  overtime  rates  specified  in  Decision 
No.  222  shall  apply,  except  on  railroads  and  for  classes  of  employees  having  a 
more  favorable  method  of  payment  prior  to  the  issuance  of  General  Order  No. 
27,  or  who  had  reached  an  agreement  under  Decision  No.  119,  pro\iding  a more 
favorable  method  of  payment.  In  either  event  the  more  favorable  method  of 
payment  shall  apply.  Employees  suffering  a wage  loss  account  of  improper 
application  shall  be  reimbursed.  (Interpretation  No.  1 to  Addendum  No.  2 to 
Decision  No.  119.) 

D.  DIGEST  OF  LABOR  BOARD  REGULATIONS. 

Id.  Order  Requiring  Conference  on  Disputes.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  89.) 

Carriers  and  their  employees  shall  hold  conferences  to  consider  and,  if  possible, 
to  decide  disputes,  and  if  unable  to  reach  an  agreement  they  shall  refer  such 
dispute  to  the  Labor  Board  for  adjustment.  Disputes  will  not  be  entertained 
unless  parties  are  complying  with  the  law  and  exerting  every  reasonable  effort 
to  avoid  interruption  to  operation  of  the  carriers.  (Labor  Board  Regulations, 
Order  No.  1.) 

2d.  Order  Requiring  Formal  Application  for  Decision.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  89.) 

Parties  desiring  a hearing  must  file  application  with  secretary  to  the  Ijabor 
Board  showing:  (1)  That  dispute  is  one  which  the  Board  is  authorized  to  hear; 
(2)  that  the  applicants  are  authorized  by  law  to  make  application;  and  (3)  that 
the  applicants  are  comphdng  with  the  law.  All  applications  will  be  considered 
and  decided,  in  the  order  of  filing,  unless  the  public  interests  require  a change  of 
precedence.  _(Labor  Board  Regulations,  Order  No.  1.) 

3d.  Form  to  be  Used  in  Making  Application  for  Decision.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  90.) 

Parties  desiring  a hearing  and  decision  of  dispute  under  the  proATsions  of  the 
Transportation  Act  are  required  to  make  application  on  a form  wMch  has  been 
prescribed  by  the  Labor  Board,  commonly  referred  to  as  “Form  RLB-101,  Appli- 
cation for  Decision.”  (Labor  Board  Regulations,  Form  RLB-101.) 
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4d.  Order  Relating  to  the  Filing  of  Submissions.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  641.) 

Carriers  and  organizations  shall  furnish  14  copies  of  all  joint  submissions. 
When  ex-parte  submissions  are  filed,  the  party  submitting  same  shall  furnish 
14  copies  and  in  addition  thereto  1 copy  for  each  carrier  or  organization  dirc-rtly 
interested.  The  Labor  Board  urges  that  all  submissi'^ns  be  made  jointly  and 
an  agreed-upon  statement  of  facts  furnished.  A time  limit  of  20  days  is  fixed  in 
which  the  adverse  party  will  be  allowed  to  file  answer  or  make  presentation  of 
defense.  (Labor  Board  Regulations,  In  re:  Filing  Submissions.) 

E.  DIGEST  OF  COURT  DECISIONS. 

le.  Wendele  v.  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et  al.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  95.) 

Employees  of  common  carriers  in  the  State  of  Kansas  failed  to  reach  an  adjust- 
ment of  a wage  dispute  with  the  carrier,  and  thereupon  referred  the  disagreement 
to  the  Kansas  Court  of  Industiial  Relations.  The  carriers  demurred,  claiming 
that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction;  that  such  disputes  must  be  adjusted  under 
the  Transportation  Act,  1920;  and  that  they  were  vdlling  to  submit  the  dispute  to 
the  Railroad  Labor  Board  created  by  said  act.  The  court  held  that  the  Kansas 
law  does  not  conflict  with  the  Federal  law,  but  may  be  supplementary  to  it, 
and  proceeded  to  issue  an  order  fixing  minimum  wages  for  various  classes  of 
labor,  effective  July  1,  1920,  but_  applicable  only  to  residents  of  the  State  of 
Kansas.  (Kansas  Court  of  Industrial  Relations.) 

2e.  Gregg  v.  Stark.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  104.) 

Two  conductors  employed  by  a common  carrier  in  the  State  of  Kentucky 
claimed  the  right  to  a certain  run  and  the  dispute  was  submitted  to  and  decided 
by  the  Railway  Board  of  Adjustment  No.  1,  created  by  the  Railroad  Adminis- 
tration. The  adversely  affected  conductor  applied  to  the  Kentucky  Court  of 
Appeals  for  an  injunction  and  questioned  the  validity  of  the  Adjustment  Board’s 
decision.  The  court  decided  that  the  Adjustment  Board  had  no  jurisdiction 
because  the  dispute  arose  subsequent  to  Federal  control;  that  the  case  did  not 
involve  interstate  commerce,  but  was  essentially  a private  dispute;  and  that  the 
Transportation  Act,  1920,  had  no  provision  for  a single  individual  to  obtain 
relief  from  the  Labor  Board  created  thereunder.  The  State  court,  therefore, 
took  jurisdiction  and  decided  the  dispute  contrary  to  the  Adjustment  Board. 
(Kentucky  Court  of  Appeals.) 

3e.  Mahoney  et  al.  v.  Washington  & Old  Dominion  Railway.  (I,  R.  L.  B,,  109.) 

A number  of  employees  were  discharged  by  the  Washington  & Old  Dominion 
Railway  because  of  their  membership  in  the  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen, 
and  the  employees  brought  proceedings  in  equity  to  restrain  the  carrier  from 
discharging  further  employees  pending  a decision  by  the  Labor  Board.  Answer 
filed  by  the  carrier  denied  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Labor  Board,  claiming  to  bean 
interurban  or  suburban  electric  railway  not  operating  as  a part  of  a general  steam 
railroad  system  of  transportation,  but  substantially  admitted  the  dismissal  of 
employees  because  of  their  membership  in  the  labor  union.  The  court  held 
that  the  carrier  comes  within  the  purview  of  Title  III  of  the  Transportation  Act, 
1920,  but  denied  the  request  for  an  order  restraining  the  carrier  from  discharging 
its  employees  pending  a hearing  and  decision  of  their  claims  by  the  Labor  Board. 
This  denial  was  based  on  the  grounds  that  the  carrier  had  a right  to  dismiss  its 
employees  for  becoming  members  of  the  labor  union.  (Supreme  Court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia.) 

4e.  St.  Louis  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Missouri  & North  Arkansas  Railroad  Co.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  623.) 

The  receiver  appointed  by  the  court  to  operate  the  Missouri  & North  Arkansas 
Railroad  Co.  filed  a petition  asking  for  advice  relative  to  continuing  the  scale  of 
wages  fixed  by  direction  of  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  in  its  Decision 
No.  2,  effective  May  1,  1920.  A statement  was  filed  showing  that  the  carrier  has 
been  operating  at  a loss  both  before  and  since  the  receivership,  and  that  money 
could  no  longer  be  borrowed  on  receiver’s  certificates.  The  court  held  that, 
under  these  circumstances,  the  wages  of  employees  may  be  reduced  below  the 
scale  fixed  by  the  Labor  Board  without  subjecting  the  carrier  to  the  penalty  pro- 
vided by  section  312  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920.  (United  States  District 
Court,  Eastern  Division  of  Arkansas.) 
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5e.  Birmingham  Trust  & Savings  Co.  v.  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Railway  Co. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  625.) 

The  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Railroad,  operated  by  a receiver  appointed 
by  the  court,  claimed  that  the  operating  revenues  were  insufficient  to  pay  oper- 
ating expenses  and  meet  future  pay  rolls,  and  that  only  by  reducing  the  wages  and 
salaries  could  the  receiver  escape  suspension  of  operation.  The  court  authorized 
the  receiver  to  reduce  wages  and  salaries,  and  the  question  arose  as  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  with  respect  to  wages.  The  court 
held  that  while  the  Labor  Board  has  jurisdiction  over  wages  of  receiver’s  em- 
ployees, the  court  has  jurisdiction  to  determine  whether  receiver  can  pay  current 
wages,  and  that  the  carrier  can  not  be  compelled  to  operate  at  a continuous  loss. 
(United  States  District  Court,  Northern  Division  of  Georgia.) 

6e.  Birmingham  Trust  & Savings  Co.  v.  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Railway  Co. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  634.) 

A strike  vote  was  taken  on  the  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Railway  prior 
to  the  time  the  railroad  went  into  the  hands  of  a receiver,  and  involved  only  a 
demand  for  a decision  by  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board,  which  it  had 
held  itself  without  authority  to  make.  WTien  a reduction  in  wages  was  made 
effective  a strike  was  called.  The  court  held  that  the  refusal  to  work  further, 
when  summoned  by  the  receiver,  no  matter  what  the  reason  or  justification,  ter- 
minated the  employ  and  forfeited  the  standing  of  the  employees  with  respect 
to  their  right  to  be  heard  at  the  hearing  to  fix  wages.  Upon  the  question  of  the 
wages  to  be  paid  in  the  future,  the  standard  set  by  the  Labor  Board  is  to  be  taken 
as  presumptively  correct,  and  to  be  disturbed  only  so  far  as  the  condition  of  the 
railroad  demands.  (United  States  District  Court,  Northern  Di\ision  of  Georgia.) 

F.  DIGEST  OF  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION  REGULATIONS 

If.  Regulations  Governing  Nominations  to  Labor  Board.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  116.) 

The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  is  required  by  the  Transportation 
Act,  1920,  to  prescribe  regulations  for  offering  nominations  to  the  President 
for  appointment  of  members  to  the  Labor  Board.  Regulations  were  there- 
fore issued  authorizing  Groups  1,  2,  and  3,  composed  of  certain  specified 
labor  organizations,  to  offer  nominations  for  the  labor  group  members  represent- 
ing the  employees;  and  also  authorizing  one  group,  composed  of  the  Association 
of  Railway  Executives,  to  offer  nominations  for  the  management  group  members 
representing  the  carriers.  (I.  C.  C.  Regulations  dated  March  8,  1920.) 

2f.  Regulations  Defining  “Subordinate  Officials.”  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  118.) 

The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  under  authority  vested  in  it  by  the 
Transportation  Act,  1920,  held  public  hearings  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
what  groups  of  employees  of  carriers  shall  be  included  within  the  term  “subordi- 
nate officials”  as  that  term  is  used  in  the  above-mentioned  act.  Regulations 
were  therefore  issued  defining  the  following  groups  of  employees  to  be  included 
■within  the  term  “subordinate  officials”:  Claim  agents,  engineers  of  mechanics, 
foremen,  supervisors  of  signals,  yardmasters,  train  dispatchers,  and  storekeepers; 
each  group  includes  certain  specified  classes  of  employees.  (I.  C.  C.  Regulations 
dated  March  23,  1920.) 

3f.  Supplement  to  Regulations  Governing  Nominations  to  Labor  Board.  (I, 
R.  L.  B.,  119.) 

Under  date  of  March  8,  1920,  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  prescribed, 
under  authority  vested  in  it  by  the  Transportation  Act,  1920,  three  groups  of 
organizations  of  employees  who  were  authorized  to  offer  nominations  for  appoint- 
ment of  members  of  the  labor  group  to  the  Labor  Board.  Those  regulations  are 
now  supplemented  by  adding  a fourth  group,  composed  of  certain  additional 
specified  labor  organizations.  (I.  C.  C.  Regulations  dated  March  23,  1920.) 

4f.  Regulations  Governing  Nominations  to  Labor  Board.  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  122.) 

The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  under  authority  vested  in  it  by  the 
Transportation  Act,  19*20,  heretofore  issued  certain  regulations  governing  the 
offering  of  nominations  for  appointment  of  members  of  the  Labor  Board.  The 
commission  ordered  that  all  previous  regulations  be  superseded,  and  issued  new 
regulations  governing  the  making  of  nominations.  Groups  1,  2,  and  3,  composed 
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of  specified  labor  organizations,  grouped  with  respect  to  the  more  or  less  analogous 
character  of  the  services  performed,  and  Group  4,  composed  of  specified  labor 
organizations  representing  “subordinate  officials”  and  such  employees  who  may 
not  be  members  of  the  oi’j^anizations  named  in  Groups  1,2,  and  3,  are  aulhorized 
to  offer  nominations  tor  the  labor  group  members  representirig  the  employees. 
The  Association  of  Railway  Executives  is  authorized  to  offer  nominations  for  the 
management  group  members  representing  the  carriers.  (I.  C.  C.  Regulations 
dated  November  1,  1920.) 

5f.  Regulations  Defining  “Subordinate  Officials.”  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  125.) 

The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  under  authority  vested  in  it  by  the 
Transportation  Act,  1920,  heretofore  issued  certain  regulations  designating  the 
groups  of  employees  that  are  to  be  included  within  the  term  “subordinate  offi- 
cials, ” as  that  term  is  used  under  Title  III  of  the  Transportation  Act,  1920. 
The  commission  ordered,  that  the  regulations  of  March  23,  1920,  be  superseded, 
and  issued  new  regulations  defining  the  groups  of  employees  to  be  included 
within  the  term  “subordinate  officials”  as  follows:  Auditors,  claim  agents,  fore- 
men, supervisors  and  roadmasters,  train  dispatchers,  technical  engineers,  yard- 
masters,  and  storekeepers.  Each  group  includes  certain  specified  classes  of 
employees.  (I.  C.  C.  Regulations  dated  November  1,  1920.) 

6f.  Regulations  Defining  “Subordinate  Officials.”  (I,  R.  L.  B.,  126.) 

The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  issued  certain  regulations  under  date 
of  March  23,  1920,  and  November  1,  1920,  designating  the  groups  of  employees  of 
carriers  to  be  included  within  the  term  “subordinate  officials”  as  that  term  is 
used  in  the  Transportation  Act,  1920.  In  order  to  correct  typographical  error, 
further  modifications  were  found  necessary  and  it  was  therefore  ordered  that  the 
regulations  of  March  23,  1920,  and  November  1,  1920,  be  set  aside  and  that  the 
following  groups  of  employees  be  included  within  the  term  ‘ ‘ subordinate  officials  ” : 
Auditors,  claim  agents,  foremen,  supervisors  and  roadmasters,  traindispatchers, 
technical  engineers,  yardmasters,  and  storekeepers;  each  group  includes  certain 
specified  classes  of  employees.  (I.  C.  C.  Regulations  dated  November  24,  1920.) 

7f.  Regulations  Governing  Nominations  to  Labor  Board.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  637.) 

The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  under  authority  vested  in  it  by  the 
Transportation  Act,  1920,  heretofore  issued  certain  regulations  governing  the 
offering  of  nominations  for  appointment  of  members  of  the  Labor  Board.  The 
commission  ordered  that  all  previous  regulations  be  superseded,  and  issued  new 
regulations  governing  the  making  of  nominations.  The  only  modification  of 
previous  regulations  relates  to  Group  4.  One  organization  is  added  to  this  group 
and  the  following  proviso  is  eliminated : ‘ ‘ Provided  they  agree  among  themselves 
upon  nominees  jointly  representative  of  any  of  the  organizations  in  this  group.  ” 
(I.  C.  C.  Regulations  dated  April  16,  1921.) 

G.  DIGEST  OF  DECISIONS  OF  ADJUSTMENT  BOARDS. 

Ig.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  aL  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Railroad.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  642.) 

Claim  of  conductor  and  crew  for  overtime  account  being  held  on  duty  after 
arrival  from  trip  of  less  than  100  miles,  under  paragraph  (a)  of  Article  II,  Supple- 
ment No.  16  to  General  Order  No.  27.  Decided:  That  employees’  position  is  sus- 
tained. (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  1.) 

2g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Oregon- Washington  Railroad  & 
Navigation  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  643.) 

Request  for  new  rate  of  pay  applicable  to  Mallet  type  of  locomotives  under 
provisions  of  agreement,  which  provide  that  if  a new  type  of  locomotive  is  intro- 
duced on  this  carrier,  and  the  rates  are  less  than  those  in  effect  on  other  roads,  the 
rates  of  other  roads  will  apply.  Decided:  That  the  contention  of  the  employees 
that  engines  3620  to  3629,  inclusive,  are  different  in  type  from  engines  3800  to 
3802,  inclusive,  is  not  sustained.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western 
Region,  Decision  No.  2.) 
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4g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  646.) 

Claim  of  conductor  and  brakeman  for  turnaround  trip  of  less  than  100  miles. 
Organization  claims  that  this  was  irregular  ser\dce  properly  belonging  to  chain- 
gang  crews,  and  when  crew  in  question  was  again  called  out  of  terminal  they 
should  have  been  paid  at  least  a minimum  day  for  each  leg  of  the  trip.  Decided: 
That  claim  of  organization  is  sustained.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment, 
Western  Region,  Decision  No.  4.) 

5g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  646.) 

Claim  of  conductor  and  crew  for  33  J miles  each,  account  being  runaround  at 
terminal,  on  the  ground  that  the  incoming  crew  was  not  assigned  to  chain  gang 
ser\'ice  on  the  second  district  and  upon  a-rrival  at  the  terrninal  should  have  been 
disbanded  and  deadheaded  to  home  terminal  instead  of  being  returned  in  service. 
Decided:  That  the  claim  of  the  employees  in  this  case  is  denied.  (Train  Service 
Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  5.) 

6g.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  647.) 

Claim  of  yardmaster  for  reinstatement.  Decided:  Parties  at  interest  agreed  in 
hearing  before  Board  to  withdraw  case.  Docket  is  therefore  closed.  (Train 
Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  6.) 

7g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  649.) 

Claim  of  conductor  for  100  miles,  account  deadhead  trip  ordered  by  the  com- 
pany and  no  other  service  performed  on  same  date.  Decided:  That  claim  of  em- 
ployees is  sustained.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  De- 
cision No.  7.) 

8g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  650.) 

Claim  of  brakeman  for  33^  miles,  account  being  runaround  by  another  brake- 
man,  after  first  release,  who  was  used  on  emergency  call  to  relieve  a brakeman 
who  was  taken  ill  en  route.  Employees  claim  that  it  is  not  permissible  for  the 
carrier  to  use  an  extra  man  to  fill  a second  vacancy  if  other  extra  men  are  on  the 
extra  board  at*the  time  of  the  first  release.  Organization  contends  that  when  a 
made-up  crew  reaches  the  home  terminal  of  the  district  upon  which  used  that 
such  crew  should  be  disbanded.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  sustained. 
(Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  8.) 

9g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  651.) 

Claim  of  conductor  and  crew  for  33^  miles  each,  account  being  runaround. 
Decided:  That  employees’  claim  is  sustained.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjust- 
ment, Western  Region,  Decision  No.  9.) 

lOg.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  651.) 

Claim  of  conductor  and  brakeman  for  compensation  under  Article  III  of  Sup- 
plement No.  16  to  General  Order  No.  27  for  short  turnaround  passenger  service. 
Committee  claims  that  method  of  splitting  the  day,  as  used  by  the  company,  was 
contrary  to  the  established  method  as  set  forth  in  the  above-mentioned  article. 
Decided:  That  the  contention  of  the  organization  is  sustained.  (Train  S.er\dce 
Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  10.) 

llg.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  652.) 

Claim  of  conductor  and  brakeman  for  eight  hours’  pay  under  the  held-away- 
from-home-terminal  rule,  account  having  been  held  at  terminal.  The  organiza- 
tion contends  that  this  was  a made-up  crew  and  that  the  rules  obligate  the  carrier 
to  designate  a home  terminal  for  each  crew.  Decided:  That  claim  of  organization 
is  allowed.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision 
No.  11.) 
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12g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  653.) 

Request  that  mixed-train  rates  be  paid  crews  working  in  turnaround  service 
in  which  the  assigned  crew  handles  freight  service  in  one  direction  and  passenger 
service  in  the  other.  The  committee  claims  that  the  carrier  was  in  error  in  chang- 
ing the  rate  of  pay,  as  the  service  performed  is  identical  with  the  service  per- 
formed prior  to  the  change  in  rates.  Decided:  That  claim  of  organization  is  sus- 
tained and  that  back  payments  shall  be  made  from  March  1,  1920.  (Train 
Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  12.) 

13g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  654.) 

Claim  of  conductor  and  brakeman  for  runaround,  account  the  chain  gang 
through  freight  board  being  increased  two  crews.  The  management  claims  that 
the  conditions  of  the  service  warranted  an  increase  of  two  crews.  Decided:  That 
an  emergency  existed  and  therefore  the  claim  is  denied.  (Train  Service  Board 
of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  13.) 

14g.  Order  of  Railv/ay  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
E.,  655.) 

Claim  of  conductors  for  one  day’s  pay  at  work- train  rate,  account  not 
having  been  promptly  placed  on  work  trains  to  which  they  had  been  assigned. 
The  carrier  claims  that  the  conductors  in  question  were  not  available  for  service 
on  the  dates  for  which  time  is  claimed  and  that  no  schedule  rules  support  the 
payment  of  such  claims.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Train 
Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  14.) 

15g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L* 
B.,  657.) 

Conductor’s  claim  for  through  freight  rates  account  not  being  allowed  to  exercise 
seniority  rights.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Train  Service 
Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Dceision  No.  15.  ) 

16g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  661.) 

Claim  of  conductor  for  additional  30  minutes  each  day,  account  putting  train 
away  at  turn-around  point.  The  management  declines  claim  on  the  ground  that 
the  overtime  on  this  run  is  sufficient  to  absorb  the  special  allowance.  Decided: 
That  claim  of  employees  is  sustained.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment, 
Western  Region,  Decision  No.  16.) 

17g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  663.) 

Claim  of  conductor  for  two  runarounds  of  25  miles  each,  account  of  being  run 
around  at  initial  terminal  while  loading  stock.  Decided:  That  claim  is  sustained. 
(Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  17.) 

18g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  665.) 

Claim  of  conductor  for  local  freight  rate  of  pay  for  trip  in  through  freight  service, 
account  of  being  required  to  pick  up  and  set  out  cars  en  route.  Decided:  The 
evidence  shows  that  the  company  concedes  paying  for  terminal  switching  at 
points  in  question;  therefore,  the  Board  believes  it  would  be  inconsistent  to  use 
this  same  switching  time  for  the  purpose  of  converting  through  freight  service  to 
local  freight  service.  Claim  is  therefore  denied.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjust- 
ment, Western  Region,  Decision  No.  18.) 

19g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  667.) 

Claim  of  brakemen  for  runaround  account  of  being  runaround  at  initial  terminal 
while  loading  stock.  Decided:  That  claim  is  sustained.  (Train  Service  Board  of 
Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  19.) 
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, 20g.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  668.) 

Claim  of  yardman  for  difference  in  amount  received  as  yardman  and  what  he 
would  have  received  as  assistant  yardma.ster,  account  not  haying  been  iised  to 
fill  temporary  vacancy  as  assistant  yardmaster,  claiming  that  in  filling  this  tem- 
porary vacancy  the  senior  qualified  yardman  should  be  used  irrespective  of 
seniority  as  assistant  yardmaster.  The  carrier  claims  that  the  senior  qualified 
assistant  yardmaster  should  be  used.  Decided:  That  the  position  of  the  company 
is  su^ined.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision 
No.  20.) 

21g.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  672.) 

Claim  of  yardman  for  helper’s  rate  of  pay  account  having  been  used  to  fill  tem- 
porary vacancy  of  switchtender  at  a time  when  no  extra  switchtenders  were 
available.  Decided.^  That  cUim  is  sustained.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjust- 
ment, Western  Region,  Decision  No.  21.) 

22g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  675.) 

Claim  of  former  fireman  for  reinstatement  and  pay  for  time  lost.  Decided:  That 
inasmuch  as  neither  party  to  this  dispute  has  strictly  conformed  to  the  general 
practice  under  rule  131  of  the  firemen’s  schedule,  relative  to  the  holding  of  inves- 
tigations, claim  is  denied.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region, 
Decision  No.  22.) 

23g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  676.) 

Claim  of  brakemen  for  25  miles  for  runaround  account  of  crew  leaving  terminal 
ahead  of  them — both  crews  having  been  called  in  turn  but  used  in  opposite 
directions  out  of  the  terminal.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  sustained. 
(Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  23.) 

24g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  677.) 

Claim  of  brakemen  assigned  to  mixed-train  service  for  payment  at  mixed-train 
rate,  account  company  issuing  bulletin  which  changed  working  conditions  con- 
trary to  the  local  agreement.  Decided:  That  special  agreement  having  been  made 
with  the  local  representatives  of  the  men  and  approved  by  the  general  chaumen 
and  the  management,  any  change  in  it  should  be  made  by  agreement.  Claim 
sustained.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision 
No.  24.) 

25g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  681.) 

Claim  of  brakeman  for  116  miles — time  lost  account  being  denied  run  in  accord- 
ance with  seniority.  Decided:  That  employee  in  question  having  laid  off  before 
exercising  seniority,  he  became  subject  to  the  provisions  of  rule  4,  Article  III, 
of  trainmen’s  agreement.  Claim  is  therefore  denied.  (Train  Service  Board  of 
Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  25.) 

26g.  Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  683.) 

Request  that  position  now  being  filled  by  switchtender  be  reclassified  as  posi- 
tion of  engine  herder  and  paid  the  switchman’s  rate,  instead  of  switchtender’s 
rate.  Decided:  That  position  in  question  has  for  years  been  classified  as  switch- 
tender’s  position  and  paid  accordingly.  Claim  is  therefore  denied.  (Train 
Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  26.) 

27g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  687.) 

Conductor’s  claim  for  additional  compensation  account  not  being  used  as  pilot 
on  passenger  train  detoured  over  other  tracks.  Decided:  Employee  in  question 
was  not  available  because  of  previous  service.  Claim  is  therefore  denied. 
(Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  27.) 
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28g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  689.) 

Claim  of  assistant  yardmaster  for  service  performed  as  engine  herder.  This 
claim  covers  period  from  January  1,  1917,  to  December  29,  1917,  and  affects 
positions  which  did  not  come  under  the  provisions  of  any  of  the  various  schedules 
at  that  time.  Decided:  That  claim  is  dismissed  account  no  jurisdiction.  (Train 
Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  Ko.  28.) 

29g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  692.) 

Claim  of  yardman  for  eight  hours’  pay  account  not  being  used  as  assistant  yard- 
master.  Company  claims  there  is  no  rule  in  the  train  or  yardmen’s  schedule 
which  would  support  the  contention  of  the  yardman  in  this  case.  Decided:  That 
position  of  company  is  sustained.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western 
Region,  Decision  No.  29.) 

30g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  695.) 

Claim  of  switchman  for  reinstatement  with  pay  for  time  lost.  Decided:  That 
claim  is  denied.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision 
No.  30.) 

31g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  696.) 

Claim  of  employees  that  Decision  No.  2 of  the  United  States  Railroad  Labor 
Board  should  be  applied  to  the  rates  of  pay  for  firemen  and  engineers  attending 
lawsuits  or  performing  similar  service  for  company.  Decided:  That  position  of 
employees  is  sustained.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region, 
Decision  No.  31.) 

32g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe 
Railway  et  al.  (II,  R.  L,  B.,  697.) 

Application  of  Decision  No.  2 of  United  States  Railroad  Labor  Board  to  rates  of 
pay  for  firemen  and  engineers  attending  lawsuits  or  performing  similar  service 
for  company.  Decided:  That  employees’  position  is  sustained.  (Train  Service 
Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  32.) 

33g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Rail- 
road. (II,  R.  L.  B.,  698.) 

Claim  of  engineers  and  firemen  for  continuous  time  account  being  tied  up  before 
expiration  of  14  hours.  Company  claims  that  it  is  permissible  to  tie  up  a pool 
crew  at  an  intermediate  point  and  considers  that  such  point  becomes  a terminal 
on  that  occasion  for  that  particular  crew.  Decided:  That  contention  of  the  com- 
pany can  not  be  sustained.  If  there  are  valid  operating  reasons  why  the  tie-up 
point  in  question  should  receive  special  consideration,  a rule  should  be  negotiated 
covering  this  condition . Claim  of  employees  is  sustained . ( Train  Service  Board 

of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  33.) 

34g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Rail- 
road. (II,  R.  L.  B.,  699.) 

Question  as  to  method  of  making  reductions  or  increases  of  crews  under  Chicago 
joint  agreement  between  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  Brother- 
hood of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen.  Committee  claims  that  a crew 
which  had  been  taken  off  should  be  restored  and  paid  for  time  off  account  mileage 
made  during  the  last  half  of  month  not  j ustif ying  the  redu  ction . Check  of  mileage 
made  by  management  shows  that  reduction  was  justified.  Decided:  That  claim 
is  denied.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No. 
34.) 

35g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Rail- 
road. (II,  R.  L.  B.,  701.) 

Request  for  restoration  of  employee  to  position  of  hostler  at  point  where  the 
cornpany  claims  there  is  not  sufficient  work  connected  with  the  handling  of 
engines  to  justify  the  position  of  hostler.  Decided:  It  is  understood  that  the  hostling 
service  performed  was  less  than  25  per  cent  of  regular  assignment.  Committee’s 
request  is  therefore  denied.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region, 
Decision  No.  35.) 


CUMULATIVE  INDEX-DIGEST. 


971  • 


36g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  ct  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (IT, 
R.  L.  B.,  703.) 

Claim  of  engineer  and  fireman  for  additional  payment  of  50  minutes  for  time 
consumed  in  rebrassing  car  picked  up  en  route  and  filling  water  car.  Decided: 
That  case  is  dismissed,  inasmuch  as  request  is  in  effect  a request  for  new  rule 
which  is  beyond  authority  of  the  Board.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment, 
Western  Region,  Decision  No.  36.) 

37g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  706.) 

Claim  of  fireman  for  continuous  time  from  time  he  left  home  terminal  until  his 
return  thereto,  assignment  havdng  been  canceled  when  he  reached  the  away- 
from-home  terminal  and  used  in  chain-gang  service  when  returning  him  to  his 
home  teiminal.  Decided:  That  claim  of  employees  is  denied.  (Train  Service 
Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  37.) 

38g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway. 
(II,  R,  L.  B.,  708.) 

Claim  of  engineer  and  fireman  for  additional  100  miles  account  taking  their 
engine  to  terminal  for  repairs  after  completion  of  day’s  work  in  work-train  service. 
Decided:  That  claim  is  sustained.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western 
Region,  Decision  No.  38.) 

39g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  710.) 

Claim  of  engineer  and  fireman  for  continuous  time  account  being  tied  up  at 
station  in  question  in  less  than  14  hours.  Decided:  To  remand  case  to  parties  at 
interest  for  adjustment  if  possible.  Board  believes  rule  conforming  to  statement 
of  facts  should  be  made  and  claim  settled  accordingly.  (Train  Service  Board  of 
Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  39.) 

40g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway, 
ai,  R.  L.  B.,  713.) 

Claim  of  engineer  and  fireman  for  run-around  account  not  being  called  in  regular 
turn  in  chain-gang  service  after  having  been  on  duty  eight  hours  and  five  minutes. 
The  company  did  not  consider  that  the  crew  had  sufficient  time  under  the  hours- 
of-service  law  to  make  the  second  trip.  Decided:  That  claim  is  sustained.  Opin- 
ion of  the  Board  that  interpretation  of  run  around  rules  by  management  and  prac- 
tices resulting  therefrom  were  not  changed  by  decision  to  question  49,  memo- 
randum of  director  general,  dated  November  15,  1917;  therefore  claim  is  denied. 
(Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  40.) 

41g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  716.) 

Claim  of  firemen  on  suspended  list  for  time  lost  account  not  being  permitted 
to  displace  junior  fiLremen  holding  hostler  positions  regularly  assigned  thereto  by 
bulletin.  Decided:  That  while  in  the  opinion  of  the  Board  senior  firemen  should 
not  be  suspended  from  service  and  junior  men  retained  as  hostlers,  the  statements 
made  to  the  Board  by  the  representatives  of  both  sides  do  not  make  clear  just 
what  the  practice  ha^  been,  therefore  payment  of  claim  for  time  lost  in  this  par- 
ticular case  is  denied.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region, 
Decision  No.  41.) 

42g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway. 

ai,  R.  L.  B.,  721.) 

• (llaim  of  engineer  and  fireman  for  continuous  time  in  mountain  helper  service, 
which  was  operated  by  the  company  on  a straight-away  basis  with  two  designated 
terminals.  Decided:  That  claim  is  denied.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment, 
Western  Region,  Decision  No.  42.) 

43g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway. 
(II,  R.  L.  B.,  725.) 

Claim  of  engineer  and  fireman  for  additional  100  miles,  account  making  a side 
trip  at  junction  point.  ^ The  company  claims  this  crew  was  called  for  the  express 
puipose  of  making  a diverted  trip  and  therefore  crew  was  not  required  to  go  off 
their  run.  Decided:  That  under  the  circumstances  in  this  case  the  claim  is 
denied.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  43.) 
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44g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway. 
(II^R.  L.  B.,  728.) 

Claim  of  fireman  for  removal  of  discipline  assessed  against  his  personal  record  and 
pay  for  time  lost.  Decided:  That  claim  is  denied.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Ad- 
justment, Western  Region,  Decision  No.  44.) 

45g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II, 
R,  L.  B.,  732.) 

Claim  of  engineer  and  fireman  assigned  to  helper  service  for  continuous  time 
on  dates  which  they  were  required  to  take  their  engine  to  terminal  for  repairs. 
Decided:  (1)  That  crew  in  question  was  assigned  on  turn-around  basis  and  should 
be  paid  accordingly.  ^ (2)  While  not  understood  that  paragraph  (c),  rule  1.31,  is 
applicable,  it  is  admitted  by  both  parties  that  it  was  not  complied  with,  and 
evidence  submitted  by  employees  shows  deductions  made  from  employees’ 
pay  dated  back  several  months,  ('’laim  is  therefore  sustained.  (Train  Ser^dce 
Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  45.) 

46g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  737.) 

Claim  of  employees  for  differential  for  helpers  on  Gallup  coal  run,  in  accordance 
with  Supplement  No.  16  to  General  Order  No.  27.  Decided:  In  accordance  with 
agreement  between  representatives  of  employees  and  director  general,  Board 
decides  that  claim  is  sustained  from  March  1, 1920,  to  May  1, 1920.  (Train  Service 
Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  46.) 

47g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  738.) 

Use  of  ‘‘pay  period”  under  held-away-from-home-terminal  rule  as  service 
period  in  connection  with  deadhead  trips  and  pay  one-half  time  for  deadhead 
service.  The  case  before  the  Board  involves  ruling  issued  by  the  company 
under  which  it  declines  to  pay  full  time  for  deadheading  when  a crew  is  held 
away  from  home  terminal  eight  hours  or  more,  while  agreeing  to  pay  full  rates 
if  held  less  than  eight  hours,  thus  classifying  held-away-from-home  time  as  other 
service  in  one  case  and  not  in  another.  Decided:  That  the  position  of  the  company 
is  not  sustained.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision 
No.  47.) 

48g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Co.  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  739.) 

Claim  of  conductor  for  continuous  time  for  trip  in  work-train  service;  again 
called  for  work-train  service  and  allowed  10  hours  pay  at  work-train  rates  for  each 
service.  Decided:  That  claim  is  sustained.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment, 
Western  Region,  Decision  No.  48.) 

49g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  741.) 

Claim  of  passenger  conductors  for  back  pay  on  runs  between  points  mentioned 
on  basis  of  one-twenty-sixth  of  monthly  guarantee,  retroactive  to  June  15,  1920. 
Decided.*  That  case  is  remanded  for  further  information  regarding  intention  of 
parties  when  making  assignments  or  for  settlement  by  the  committee  and  railway. 
(Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  49.) 

50g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II,  R.  L. 
B.,  744.) 

Claim  of  brakeman  for  back  pay  on  run  between  points  mentioned  on  basis  of 
one-twenty-sixth  of  monthly  guarantee.  Decided:  Board  remands  case  for  further 
information  regarding  intention  of  parties  when  change  in  assignments  was  made, 
or  for  settlement  by  committee  and  railway.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjust- 
ment, Western  Re^on,  Decision  No.  50.) 

51g.  Order  of  Railway  Conductors  et  al.  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  & Santa  Fe  Railway 
(Coast  Lines).  (II,  R.  L.  B.,  748.) 

Request  of  conductor  for  removal  of  demerit  marks  assessed  against  his  record 
account  derailment.  Decided:  That  this  dispute  not  having  arisen  out  of  occur- 
rences subsequent  to  February  20,  1921,  the  Board  is  without  authority  and  the 
case  is  therefore  remanded  for  lack  of  jurisdiction.  (Train  Service  Board  of 
Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  51.) 
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62g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Los  Angeles  & Salt  Lake  Rail- 
road. (II,  R.  L.  B.,  749.) 

Question  regarding  proper  computation  of  mileage  in  determining  number  of 
crews  to  be  assigned  in  order  to  bring  mileage  within  limit  of  3,200  to  3,800  miles 
under  Chicago  joint  agreement  between  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers 
and  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen.  Decided:  Board  be- 
lieves men  should  confer  and  endeavor  to  reach  mutually  satisfactory  arrangement 
for  operating  helper  service.  Case  is  therefore  remanded  for  90  days.  (Train 
Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region,  Decision  No.  52.) 

53g.  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  et  al.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway.  (II, 
R.  L.  B.,  752.) 

Claim  of  engineer  and  fireman  for  additional  payment  of  100  miles  in  assigned 
helper  service  account  taking  their  engine  to  terminal  for  repairs  and  not  being 
used  in  their  regular  assignment  in  pusher  service  on  May  17,  1920.  Decided: 
That  claim  is  sustained.  (Train  Service  Board  of  Adjustment,  Western  Region, 
Decision  No.  53.) 
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A.  INDEX  TO  DIGEST  OF  DECISIONS. 

Note.— The  numbers  following  the  index  subjects  refer  to  the  corresponding  paragraph  numbers  of  the 
digest  of  decisions:  e.  g.,  “28^”  following  the  index  reference  to  "Decrease  m business"  refers  to  that 
paragraph  of  the  digest  of  decisions  marked  "288a."] 

Abolishment  of  Positions : 

Decrease  in  business,  288a. 

Prohibited  when  purpose  is  to  reduce  rates,  120a,  241a.  ■ 

Right  of  carriers  to  abolish  positions,  26a,  281a,  365a,  379a,  530a. 

Snow  blockade  not  justifiable  reason,  27a. 

Assignment  of  Work: 

Bridge  carpenters  performing  derrick  engineers’  work,  337a. 

Supervisory  employees  performing  mechanics’  work,  405a,  409a. 

Classification  of  Positions  and  Rates : 

Clerical  and  station  forces — 

Apron  tenders,  513a. 

Assistant  chief  clerk,  183a. 

Assistant  superintendent,  294a. 

Baggage  and  express  agents,  86a. 

Baggageman-clerk,  466a. 

Balance  sheet  checkers,  127a. 

Car  accountant,  241a. 

Car  cleaner  clerk,  368a. 

Check  clerks,  465a. 

Chief  car-record  clerk,  241a. 

Chief  clerk,  87a,  183a. 

Clerical  work  of  more  than  four  hours  a day,  368a,  565a. 

Clerks,  512a,  570a. 

Clerks  Avith  less  than  six  months’  experience,  297a. 

Common  laborers,  125a,  384a,  391a. 

Depot  foreman,  201a. 

Express  messengers,  240a. 

Head  clerl^,  575a. 

Messengers,  281a,  559a. 

Messenger  helpers,  281a. 

Milk  handlers,  382a,  385a. 

Personal  office  forces,  39a,  370a. 

Rail,  lumber  and  scrap  handlers,  125a. 

Reclassification,  effect  on  seniority,  505a. 

Red  cap,  246a. 

Shop  accountant,  200a. 

Shop  watchmen,  113a. 

Station  attendants,  286a. 

Stockmen,  379a,  384a. 

Store  helpers,  384a. 

Toll-bridge  collector,  471a. 

Trucker-clerk,  565a. 

Telephone  switchboard  operators,  284a. 

Engine-service  employees— 

Helper  crews,  104a. 

Local-freight  service,  310a. 

Way-freight  service,  310a. 
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Classification  of  Positions  and  Rates — Continued. 

Express  employees — 

Assistant  superintendent,  294a. 

Baggage  and  express  agents,  86a. 

Balance-sheet  checkers,  127a. 

Clerks  with  less  than  six  months’  experience,  297a. 
Express  messengers,  240a. 

Messenger  helpers,  281a. 

Personal  office  forces,  370a. 

Maintenance  of  way  and  unskilled  forces  specified — 
Ash-pit  men,  300a. 

Common  laborers,  128a,  303a. 

Crossing  watchmen,  406a. 

Drawbridge  operators,  420a. 

Engine  supplymen,  331a. 

Engine  watchmen  at  isolated  points,  524a. 

Hoisting  enigneers,  397a. 

Inside  hostler  helpers,  40a,  143a. 

Laborers  at  coal  wharves  301a. 

Lubricator  fillers,  144a. 

Oilhouse  man,  88a. 

Painters,  92a. 

Pumpers,  255a. 

Section  foremen  supervising  coal  chutes,  250a. 
Section  laborers,  260a. 

Stationary  engineers,  352a,  415a,  416a,  417a. 

Shop  employees — 

Car  repairers,  341a. 

Electrical  crane  operators,  580a. 

Electricians,  212a. 

Linemen,  212a. 

- Supervisory  employees,  405a. 

Signal  department  employees — 

Assistant  signal  maintainers,  226a,  356a. 

Assistant  signalmen,  226a. 

Helpers,  226a,  356a. 

Signal  maintainers,  252a. 

Telegraphers,  telephoners,  and  agents — 
Agent-nontelegraphers,  530a. 

Operator-leverman,  381a. 

Train-service  employees— 

Brakemen,  mixed  runs,  78a. 

Clam  shell  used  on  main  track,  84a. 

Conductors  on  mine  and  switching  runs,  481a. 
Mine-run  service,  60a. 

Mixed-run  service,  347a. 

Shifter  service,  60a. 

Yard-service  employees — 

Hostlers,  483a. 

Yardmasters,  footboard,  484a. 

Yardmen,  71a. 

Combination  Service: 

Baggage  and  joint  express,  63a. 

Joint  employees  of  railroad  and  express  company,  86a. 
Passenger  and  express  service,  347a. 

Section  forepaan  and  coal-chute  supervisor,  250a. 
Station  service  and  messenger  run,  276a. 

Contract  Work: 

Carrier  furnishing  labor  to  contractor,  257a. 

Contracting  of  roundhouse  work,  145a. 

Contract  with  individual  employees,  120a. 

New  station  by  contractor,  building  of,  328a. 
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Deadhead  Service: 

Allowance  for  engineers  and  firemen,  10a. 

Disputes  withdrawn  from  Board,  97a. 

Outlying  points,  definition  of,  82a. 

Demotions : 

Foreman  demoted  to  carpenter  with  increased  pay,  342a. 

Positions  abolished  closes  dispute,  531a. 

Restoration  to  former  positions,  271a,  388a. 

Rights  of  oflicials  to  other  service,  289a,  339a. 

Seniority  to  govern  regardless  of  color,  307a. 

Discipline : 

Dismissals,  43a,  74a,  77a,  80a,  81a,  106a,  109a,  126a,  134a,  138a  150a,  151a,  177a, 

178a,  189a,  190a,  196a,  199a,  204a,  206a,  207a,  223a,  253a,  254a,  257a,  258a,  261a, 

262a,  263a,  266a,  270a,  274a,  275a,  282a,  283a,  296a,  309a,  327a,  343a,  344a,  359a, 

364a,  366a,  373a,  393a,  396a,  398a,  404a,  430a,  433a,  434a,  436a,  438a,  441a,  442a, 

443a,  444a,  445a,  446a,  448a,  449a,  450a,  451a,  452a,  454a,  455a,  457a,  467a,  472a, 
489a,  490a,  492a,  493a,  495a,  496a,  497a,  498a,  499a,  500a,  516a,  527a,  532a,  533a, 
551a,  555a,  557a,  560a,  573a,  581a, 

Reinstatements,  145a,  146a,  224a,  326a,  329a,  399a,  401a,  402a,  403a,  410a,  478a, 
480a,  526a,  528a,  539a,  540a,  550a,  552a,  579a. 

Suspension,  216a,  234a. 

Disputes,  Method  of  Handling : 

Applicants  not  complying  with  law,  la. 

Conferences  to  be  held,  70a,  82a,  89a,  90a,  91a,  119a,  120a,  121a,  148a,  174a,  218a, 
220a,  259a,  292a,  299a,  514a. 

Employees  entitled  to  investigation,  85a. 

Hearing  in  discipline  cases,  206a. 

Rate  of  pay  reductions,  332a,  413a. 

Selection  of  representatives,  174a,  218a,  220a,  412a,  418a,  419a,  425a. 

Eating  and  Sleeping  Accommodations: 

Failure  to  secure  at  intermediate  point,  30a. 

Failure  to  secure  at  tie-up  point,  29a. 

Messengers  in  train  service,  295a. 

Express  Employees: 

Abolishment  of  positions,  281a. 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pa^T-  for — 

Employees  with  less  than  six  months’  experience,  297a. 

Express  messengers,  240a. 

Ser^dce  outside  regular  assignment,  276a. 

Sunday  and  holiday  service,  305a. 

Turnaround  service,  240a. 

Basic  rates  of  pay  defined,  361a,  363a. 

Bulletining  of  positions,  304a,  360a,  362a,. 

Classification  of  positions  and  rates,  127a,  281a,  294a,  297a,  370a. 

Combination  service,  276a. 

Dismissals,  134a,  151a,  177a,  189a,  270a,  282a,  283a,  296a. 

Eating  and  sleeping  accommodations,  295a. 

Hours  in  service,  change  in  starting  time,  112a. 

Increase  in  pay,  application  to  assistants  to  express  agents,  184a. 

Increases  in  pay,  application  to  part-time  employees,  187a,  298a. 

Inequalities  in  rates  of  pay,  369a,  371a. 

National  agreement  rules  terminated,  119a. 

Principles  to  govern  making  of  rules,  119a. 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules,  119a. 

Rates  of  pay  established  subsequent  to  date  of  decision,  361a. 

Rates  of  pay,  changes  in  not  authorized  for  express  messengers,  287a. 

Rates  of  pay  established  subsequent  to  date  of  decisions,  363a. 

Rates  of  pay,  increases  in,  3a. 

Rates  of  pay,  reductions  authorized,  217a. 

Seniority  rights,  362a. 
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Held  Away  from  Home  Terminal : 

Mechanics,  bridge  and  building  department,  249a. 

Train  dispatchers  relieving  dispatchers  at  other  points,  273a. 

Hostling  Service: 

Classification  of  assistants  to  inside  hostlers,  40a. 

Main-track  movements  by  hostlers,  483a. 

Hours  of  Service : 

Basic  day  for  Pullman  employees,  439a. 

Change  in  starting  time,  112a. 

Discontinuance  of  Sunday  assignments,  383a. 

Saturday  half  holidays,  568a. 

Housing  Conditions : 

Payment  of  water  license  by  employees,  325a. 

Furnishing  houses  for  section  men,  94a. 

Jurisdiction  of  Labor  Board : 

American  Refrigerator  Transit  Co.,  211a. 

Applicants  not  complying  with  law,  la,  82a,  89a,  90a,  109a. 

Applicants  not  party  to  contract,  63a. 

Canadian  lines,  employees  on,  380a,  394a. 

Carriers  operating  electric  line,  33a. 

Conflict  of  jurisdiction,  121a. 

Disputes  arising  prior  to  creation  of  Board,  32a,  72a,  73a,  74a,  75a,  77a,  79a,  81a, 
83a,  318a,  319a,  320a,  321a,  491a,  495a,  563a,  575a. 

Employees  outside  of  United  States,  380a,  394a, 

Labor  Board  Decisions,  Application  of : 

Decision  No.  2 — 

Article  II,  182a,  245a,  465a. 

Article  II,  section  1,  200a,  277a,  384a. 

Article  II,  section  2,  135a,  142a,  245a,  268a,  384a,  535a,  567a. 

Article  II,  section  3,  245a,  268a,  567a. 

Article  II,  section  4,  135a,  513a. 

Article  II,  section  5,  139a,  191a,  203a,  268a. 

Article  II,  section  6,  191a. 

Article  II,  section  7,  125a,  136a,  185a,  186a,  286a,  384a,  391a. 

Article  II,  section  8,  391a. 

Article  II,  section  9,  125a,  185a,  186a,  391a,  513a. 

Article  III,  188a. 

Article  III,  section  3,  49a,  535a. 

Article  III,  section  6,  41a,  48a,  128a,  301a,  331a. 

Article  III,  section  7,  117a,  118a. 

Article  III,  section  8,  41a,  48a  128a,  301a,  331a. 

Article  IV,  section  3,  129a. 

Article  V,  194a.  ^ 

Article  V,  section  1,  131a,  135a,  179a. 

Article  V,  section  2,  131a,  179a. 

Article  VI,  section  1,  96a. 

Article  VI,  section  4,  40a,  143a. 

Article  VII,  section  1,  324a,  487a. 

Article  VII,  section  2,  324a. 

Article  VII,  section  3,  188a,  324a. 

Article  VII,  section  4,  484a. 

Article  VIII,  section  1,  352a. 

Article  VIII,  section  2,  349a. 

Article  IX,  129a. 

Article  XI,  section  1,  152a,  247a. 

Article  XII,  484a. 

Article  XIII,  47a. 

Article  XIII,  section  1,  322a. 

Article  XIII,  section  3,  47a,  113a,  114a,  115a,  116a,  247a,  349a,  400a. 

Article  XIII,  section  6,  53a. 
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Labor  Board  Decisions,  Application  of — Continued. 

Decision  No.  2 — Continued. 

Article  XIII,  section  7,  114a. 

Basic  rates  of  pay,  518a. 

Employees  laid  off  after  May  1,  1920,  202a. 

Gang  leaders  of  laborers,  515a. 

Hoisting  engineers,  397a. 

Leaving  the  ser\ice  prior  to  July  20,  1920,  110a,  421a. 

Runs  with  monthly  guarantee,  98a. 

Seamstresses,  428a. 

Transferring  from  one  department  to  another,  351a. 

Decision  No.  3 — . 

Article  II,  361a,  363a. 

Assistants  to  express  agents,  184a. 

Part-time  employees,  298a. 

Part-time  express  employees,  187a. 

Decision  No.  5 — 

Signal  employees,  207a. 

Decision  No.  119 — 

Addendum  No,  2,  504a,  520a,  541a,  542a,  543a,  544a,  545a. 

Interpretation  No.  1 to  Addendum  No.  2,  541a,  542a,  543a,  544a,  545a. 
Interpretation  No.  4,  553a. 

Principle  2,  467a, 

Principle  6,  467a. 

Right  of  maintenance  of  way  employees  to  agreement,  456a. 

Decision  No.  222 — 

Addendum  No.  6,  580a. 

Leaves  of  Absence : 

Failure  to  report  for  duty  terminates  service,  16a. 

General  chairmen,  pri\dleges  granted,  230a,  333a,  536a. 

Indefinite  leaves,  506a. 

Pay  for  time  off  account  sickness,  19a,  122a,  192a,  235a,  236a,  237a,  248a,  474a, 
507a,  508a,  509a,  554a,  556a,  561a,  562a,  564a, 

Pay  for  time  off  account  vacations,  9a,  140a,  306a,  375a,  378a,  386a,  390a,  474a, 
537a. 

National  Agreement  Rules,  Application  of; 

Clerks’  agreement — 

Rule  1,  87a,  113a,  124a,  132a,  201a,  246a,  294a,  298a,  370a,  471a,  479a. 

Rule  4,  284a,  368a,  466a,  471a,  565a. 

Rule  5,  565a. 

Rule  6,  44a,  46a,  124a,  141a,  213a,  268a,  345a,  458a,  475a,  558a. 

Rule  7,  460a,  463a,  578a. 

Rule  10,  8a,  16a,  44a,  46a,  127a,  141a,  213a,  304a,  338a,  360a,  458a,  538a,  558a. 
Rule  11,  285a. 

Rule  12,  87a,  124a,  238a,  242a,  244a,  285a. 

Rule  15,  212a,  360a. 

Rule  17,  87a,  124a. 

Rule  21,  462a. 

Rule  22,  510a,  511a. 

Rule  24,  367a,  530a. 

Rule  26,  462a. 

Rule  27,  379a,  462a,  475a. 

Rule  29,  321a. 

Rule  31,  475a. 

Rule  32,  190a,  576a. 

Rule  37,  206a. 

Rule  43,  212a. 

Rule  45,  212a. 

Rule  46,  16a,  506a. 

Rule  47,  506a. 

Rule  49,  156a,  157a,  158a,  159a,  160a,  161a,  162a,  163a,  164a,  165a,  166a,  167a, 
168a,  169a,  170a,  171a,  172a,  479a,  559a. 

Rule  50,  566a. 
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National  Agreement  Rules,  Application  of — Continued. 

Clerks’  agreement — Continued. 

Rule  57,  156a,  157a,  158a,  159a,  161a,  162a,  164a,  165a,  166a,  172a,  279a,  280a, 
395a,  461a,  468a,  469a,  470a. 

Rule  61,  305a. 

Rule  62,  305a. 

Rule  64,  156a,  157a,  158a,  159a,  161a,  162a,  164a,  165a,  166a,  172a,  574a. 
Rule  66,  156a,  157a,  158a,  159a,  161a,  162a,  164a,  165a,  166a,  169a,  170a,  172a, 
197a,  198a,  426a,  459a,  466a,  529a,  559a,  572a,  574a. 

Rule  71,  183a,  238a. 

Rule  72,  278a. 

Rule  75,  133a. 

Rule  79,  297a. 

Rule  84,  183a,  241a,  379a. 

Rule  86,  197a,  198a,  465a. 

Rule  91,  127a,  281a. 

Rule  94,  297a. 

Rule  140,  212a. 

Rule  141,  212a. 

Express  employees’  agreement— 

Rule  1,  298a. 

Rule  10,  304a. 

Rule  47,  240a. 

Rule  68,  240a. 

Rule  76,  240a. 

Maintenance  of  way  employees’  agreement — 

Article  I,  88a. 

Article  II,  section  (a),  523a. 

Article  II,  section  (c-2),  231a,  408a,  521a. 

Article  II,  section  (d-I),  523a. 

Article  II,  section  (d-2),  334a. 

Article  II,  section  (e),  334a,  521a. 

Article  II,  section  (f),  231a,  289a. 

Article  II,  section  (h),  408a,  523a. 

Article  II,  section  (j),  230a. 

Article  III,  section  (a),  251a,  340a. 

Article  III,  section  (e),  25Ia,  289a,  339a. 

Article  V,  section  1,  208a,  334a,  519a. 

Article  V,  section  (a-1),  88a,  180a. 

Article  V,  section  (a-5),  209a,  355a,  547a. 

Article  V,  section  (a-6),  209a,  355a,  547a. 

Article  V,  section  (a-7),  180a,  522a,  548a. 

Article  V,  section  (a-8),  88a,  180a,  522a,  548a. 

Article  V,  section  (a-9),  548a. 

Article  V,  section  (a-10),  255a,  548a. 

Article  V,  section  (a-11),  548a. 

Article  V,  section  (a-12),  255a,  406a,  524a,  548a. 

Article  V,  section  (c-1),  208a. 

Article  V,  section  (e),  209a,  232a,  546a,  547a. 

Article  V,  section  (h),  209a,  210a,  233a,  411a,  547a. 

Article  V,  section  (i),  249a. 

Article  V,  section  (m),  249a. 

Article  V,  section  (n),  210a. 

Article  V,  section  (p),  250a. 

Article  V,  section  (r),  210a. 

Article  VI,  section  (i),  94a,  208a. 

Shop  crafts’  agreement — 

Rule  I,  437a. 

Rule  7,  447a. 

Rule  10,  338a,  423a. 

Rule  13,  353a. 

Rule  15,  2I2a,  400a,  423a,  54Ia. 

Rule  18,  409a. 

Rule  27,  409a,  437a,  45Ia. 

Rule  32,  140a,  405a,  409a,  435a. 

Rule  33,  435a. 

Rule  35,  146a. 
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National  Agreement  Rules,  Application — Continued. 

Shop  craft’s  agreement — Continued. 

Rule  36,  437a. 

Rule  37,  146a,  430a,  434a,  451a,  453a. 

Rule  38,  146a. 

Rule  39,  146a,  429a. 

Rule  43,  212a. 

Rule  49,  429a. 

Rule  140,  129a,  212a,  405a 
Rule  141,  129a,  405a,  580a. 

Rule  145,  129a. 

Signalmen’s  agreement — 

Article  I,  section  3,  226a,  293a. 

Article  I,  section  5,  226a. 

Article  II,  section  13,  407a. 

Article  II,  section  17,  293a. 

Article  II,  section  18,  293a. 

Article  II,  section  20,  293a. 

Article  II,  section  23,  356a. 

Article  V,  section  1,  226a. 

Article  V,  section  2,  356a. 

Notices,  Posting  of : 

Lodge  and  committee  meeting  notices,  133a. 

Pay  Day  Regulations : 

Termination  of  pay  roll  week,  45a. 

Promotions : 

Positions  outside  of  scope  of  agreement,  221a. 

Seniority  not  affected  by,  289a,  339a. 

Temporary  appointment  to  higher  positions,  58a. 

Railroad  Administration  Orders,  Application  of: 

General  Order  No.  27 — 

Supplement  No.  4,  292a. 

Supplement  No.  4,  Article  I,  section  5-A,  252a. 

Article  III,  section  (a),  272a. 

Supplement  No.  4,  Article  III,  section  4,  350a. 

• Supplement  No.  7,  460,  505a,  578a. 

Supplement  No.  7,  Article  II,  section  2,  352a. 

Supplement  No.  7,  Article  V,  section  (a),  144a. 

Supplement  No.  7,  Article  V,  section  (b),  301a. 

Supplement  No.  7,  Article  XII,  section  (b),  463a. 

Supplement  No.  8,  92a,  336a,  339a,  546a. 

Supplement  No.  8,  Article  I,  section  (b),  250a. 

Supplement  No.  8,  Article  V,  section  (g),  301a. 

Supplement  No.  13,  383a. 

Supplement  No.  16,  Article  I,  487a. 

Supplement  No.  16,  Article  I,  section  (a),  62a. 

Supplement  No.  16,  Article  II,  92a. 

Supplement  No.  16,  Article  V,  section  (c),  56a,  57a,  61a. 

Supplement  No.  19,  86a. 

Supplement  No.  19,  Article  I,  section  (b),  369a,  371a. 

Supplement  No.  19,  Article  I,  section  (e),  371a. 

Supplement  No.  24,  482a. 

Supplement  No.  24,  Article  II,  93a. 

Supplement  No.  24,  Article  V,  308a. 

Supplement  No.  25,  56a,  57a,  59a. 

Rates  of  Pay : 

Arbitrary  reduction  of — 

Differential  in  pay  for  carpenters,  332a. 

Schedule  rates,  9ia,  120a,  121a,  174a,  413a. 

Basic  rates  of  pay  defined,  116a,  142a,  152a,  238a,  277a,  352a,  361a,  363a,  465a, 
487a,  518a. 
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Rates  of  Pay — Continued. 

Changes  not  authorized  for  — 

Baggagemen  and  mail  porters,  123a. 

Dining-car  employees,  54a. 

Express  messengers,  287a. 

Parcel  porters,  176a. 

Short  line  employees,  108a. 

Sleeping-car  employees,  94a,  107a. 

Steamboat  employees,  20a. 

Unskilled  laborers,  111a. 

Decreases  authorized  for — 

Express  employees,  217a. 

Railroad  employees,  147a,  148a,  214a,  215,  217,  228a,  229,  290a. 

Steamboat  employees,  147a. 

Effective  date  of  increases  on — 

Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad,  181a. 

Incorporation  of  rates  in  schedule,  62a. 

Increases,  application  to — 

Clerical  and  station  forces — 

Baggage  and  parcel  room  employees,  135a. 

Cashiers,  142a. 

Check  clerks,  465a. 

Clerks  with  previous  experience,  245a,  535a,  567a. 

Common  laborers,  125a,  136a,  185a,  186a,  286a,  384a,  391a. 

Employees  dismissed  prior  to  July  20,  1920,  533a. 

Head  clerks , 277a. 

Janitors,  139a. 

Janitr  esses,  139a. 

Milk  handlers,  382a,  385a. 

Multigraph  operators,  268a. 

Office  boys,  191a,  203a. 

Rates  established  subsequent  to  date  of  decision,  142a,  277a,  361a,  363a. 
Stockmen,  384a. 

Storehelpers,  384a. 

Yard  checkers,  535a. 

Express  employees — ■ 

Part-time  employees,  187a,  298a. 

Maintenance  of  way  and  unskilled  forces  specified — 

Assistants  to  inside  hostlers,  40a. 

Bridge  and  building  foremen,  47a. 

Coal-bunk  laborers,  41a. 

Common  laborers,  48a,  301a. 

Employees  resigning  voluntarily  to  accept  other  work,  351a. 

Flagmen  on  self-propelled  pile  drivers,  188a. 

Gang  leaders  of  laborers,  515a. 

Hoisting  engineers,  397a. 

Hostler  helpers,  inside,  143a. 

Monthly-rated  employees,  47a,  49a,  114a,  115a,  117a,  118a,  182a. 
Painters,  92a,  518a. 

Pump-house  employees,  352a. 

• Rates  established  subsequent  to  date  of  decisions,  116a. 

__  Shop  and  roundhouse  laborers,  128a. 

Track  foremen,  49a. 

Watchmen  on  street  crossings,  118a. 

Miscellaneous  employees — • 

Milk  handlers,  382a,  385a. 

Other  supervisory  forces — 

Dispatchers,  152a,  247a. 

Footboard  yardmasters,  484a. 

Shop  employees — 

Employees  remaining  in  service  until  July  20,  1920,  421a. 

Employees  resigning  prior  to  July  20,  1920,  llOa. 

Employees  filling  lubricators,  144a. 

Fort  Smith  & Western  Railroad,  181a. 

Seamstresses,  428a. 

Signal  department  employees — 

Helpers,  maintenance  of  signals,  130a. 

Signal  maintainors,  252a. 
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^ates  of  Pay— Continued. 

Increases,  application  to — Continued. 

Stationary  engine  (steam)  and  boiler-room  employees — 

Employees  laid  off  after  May  1,  1920,  202a. 

Stationary  engineers,  256a. 

Stationary  firemen,  349a. 

Telegraphers,  telephoners,  and  agents — 

Agents,  179a. 

Nontelegraph  agents,  131a. 

Telegraph  and  telephone  linemen,  400a. 

Train  service  employees — 

Employees  dismissed  prior  to  July  20,  1920.  322a. 

Passenger  brakemen,  487a. 

Increases  authorized  for — 

Express  employees,  3a. 

Railroad  employees,  2a,  5a. 

Steamboat  employees,  2a,  4a. 

Inequalities  in  rates  of — • 

Clerical  and  station  employees,  369a,  371a,  426a. 

Station  and  telegraph  service,  194a. 

Telegraph  operators,  193a. 

Labor  Board  without  jmisdiction,  33a,  211a. 

Overtime — 

Extra  clerks,  working  two  shifts  within  24  hours,  279a. 

Extra  maintenance  of  way  employees,  522a. 

General  office  clerks  working  Saturday  afternoons,  461a. 

How  applied  under  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No.  119,  544a,  545a. 
Maintenance  of  way  employees,  548a. 

Monthly-rated  employees,  130a,  330a. 

Oilhouse  men,  88a. 

Operator  working  next  succeeding  trick,  267a,  302a. 

Passenger  ser\dce,  96a. 

Prior  to  Federal  control,  541a,  542a,  543a. 

Relief  Service  by  telegrapher,  374a. 

Saturday  afternoon  work,  468a,  469a,  470a. 

Super^dsory  employees,  411a. 

Telegraph  employees,  553a. 

Terminal  delay  and  switching,  56a. 

Time  worked  in  excess  of  regular  assignment,  272a. 

Train  dispatchers,  272a. 

Trimming  department  employees,  447a. 

Truck  department  employees,  440a. 

Rates  applicable  to  new  positions,  381a. 

Reclassification  of  positions  not  to  affect,  60a,  127a. 

Schedule  rules  affecting  pay,  application  to — 

Clerical  and  station  forces — 

Assignments  to  higher  rated  positions,  278a. 

Baggagemen,  161a,  162a,  164a,  165a,  166a. 

Baggage  and  mail  handlers,  156a. 

Callers,  169a,  170a. 

Call  for  service,  563a. 

Clerical  employees,  238a,  459a,  512a,  570a. 

Combination  service,  86a,  276a. 

Days  not  notified  to  work,  377a. 

Employees  with  less  than  six  months’  experience,  297a. 

Gatemen,  157a,  160a,  168a. 

Head  clerk,  575a. 

Janitors,  159a. 

Messengers,  172a,  559a. 

Porters,  167a. 

Reporting  for  work,  566a. 

Saturday  afternoon  work,  461a,  468a,  469a,  470a. 

Sersdce  outside  regular  assignment,  276a. 

Station  baggagemen,  171a. 

Train  crew  callers,  158a. 

Warehousemen,  163a. 

Warehouse  foremen,  479a. 

Work  in  excess  of  eight  hours,  279a. 
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Rates  of  Pay — Contijiued. 

Schedule  rules  affecting  pay,  application  to--<,'ontinued. 

Engine  service  employees — 

Engineers  and  firemen,  485a. 

Excess  mileage,  21a. 

Firemen  and  engineers,  485a. 

Hostlers  making  main-track  movements,  483a 
Locomotives  leased  from  other  lines,  308a. 

Mine-run  service,  34a. 

Pooled  crews  in  unassigned  snowplow  service,  22a. 

Runarounds,  24a,  25a,  28a. 

Snowplow  service,  21a,  22a,  23a. 

Switching  en  route.  101a. 

Terminal  delay,  55a,  56a. 

Tie-ups,  22a,  23a,  29a,  30a. 

Express  employees — 

Express  messengers,  240a. 

Sunday  and  holiday  work,  305a. 

Turn-around  service,  240a. 

Maintenance  of  way  and  unskilled  forces  specified — 

Ash-pit  men,  300a. 

Carpenters,  208a. 

Employees  away  from  headquarters,  249a. 

Fire  cleaners,  358a. 

Foremen,  extra  gang,  180a. 

..  Foremen,  210a. 

Maintenance  of  way  employees,  232a,  233a. 

Maintenance  of  way  employees,  extra,  522a. 

Monthly-rated  employees,  209a,  210a,  232a,  233a,  330a,  546a,  547a. 
Travel  time  account  removal  of  headquarters,  336a. 

Wrecking  service  on  Sunday,  355a. 

Other  supervisory  forces — 

Dispatchers  working  additional  trick,  195a. 

Loss  of  time  account  sickness,  51a. 

Time  worked  in  excess  of  regular  assignment,  272a. 

Train  dispatchers  away  from  headquarters,  273a. 

Shop  employees — 

Car  repairers,  543a. 

Electricians,  212a. 

Employees  changing  from  one  shift  to  another,  353a. 

Operators  on  coal  piers,  542a. 

Pump  repairers  on  monthly  basis,  541a. 

Supervisors  of  coach  cleaners,  350a. 

Time  traveling  to  home  station,  338a. 

Signal  department  employees — 

Assistant  signalmen,  226a. 

Assistant  signal  maintainers,  226a. 

Signal  department  helpers,  356a. 

Temporary  assignment  to  other  work,  356a. 

Traveling  and  waiting,  293a. 

Telegraphers,  telephoners,  and  agents — 

Service  outside  regular  assigned  hours,  267a,  302a. 

Telegraph  line  work,  423a. 

Telegraph  operators,  267a,  302a. 

Telegraphers  worldng  on  Sunday,  374a. 

_ Telegraphers  working  outside  regular  established  hours,  376a. 
Train  service  employees — 

Branch-line  service,  61a. 

Excess  mileage,  21a. 

Handling  water  car  on  freight  run,  348a. 

Helper  service,  103a,  104a. 

Mine-run  service,  34a. 

Passenger  service,  99a . 

Pooled  crews  in  unassigned  snowplow  service,  22a. 

Runarounds,  24a,  25a,  28a. 

Snowplow  service,  21a,  22a,  23a. 

Terminal  mileage  on  milk  trains,  482a. 
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Bates  of  Pay — Continued. 

Schedule  rules  affecting  pay,  application  to — Continued. 

Train  service  employees — Continued. 

Tie-ups,  22a,  23a,  29a,  30a. 

Turn-around  service,  57a,  346a,  481a. 

Work-train  service,  71a. 

Work-train  service  in  connection  with  freight  service,  323a. 

Yard  ser^dce,  69a.  71a. 

Reduction  in  Forces: 

Laying  off  of  junior  employees,  334a.  • , 

Maintenance  of  way  employees,  519a. 

Pumpers,  right  to  displacement,  521a. 

Right  of  carrier  to  retain  ■’unior  employees,  408a. 

Rehearing  on  Decisions: 

Request  by  carrier  denied,  15a,  149a. 

Request  by  organization  of  employees  denied,  414a. 

Representation  Rights: 

Carrier  to  meet  representatives  in  conference,  259a,  514a. 

Conflict  over  jurisdiction,  37a,  70a. 

Employees ’ representation  plan,  431a. 

Employees  not  members  of  labor  organizations,  502a,  503a. 

Pullman  Co.’s  plan,  431a. 

Refusal  to  recognize  committee,  432a. 

Selection  of  represntatives,  174a,  218a,  220a,  412a,  418a,  419,  425a. 

Rules  and  Working  Conditions: 

Agreements — 

Caption  of,  173a. 

Duration  of,  64a. 

Incorporation  of  rates  of  pay  in  schedule,  53a,  62a. 

National  agreement  continued  for  Pullman  employees,  427a. 

National  agreements  terminated,  119a. 

Right  of  employees  to  working  agreement,  456a. 

Right  to  negotiate  denied , 502a. 

Scope  of,  153a,  154a,  155a,  205a,  225a,  227a,  291a,  357a,  412a,  476a,  477a,  504a, 
525a. 

Thirty  days’  notice  required  to  change,  181a,  292a. 

With  whom  negotiated,  153a,  155a,  173a,  219a,  225a,  227a,  259a,  291a,  357a, 
412a,  418a,  419a,  425a,  476a,  477a,  503a,  504a,  514a,  525a. 

Changes  declined  for — 

Dining-car  employees,  54a. 

Handling  passenger  equipment  at  terminal,  11a. 

Inspection  of  engines,  11a. 

Sleeping-car  employees,  54a,  107a. 

Steamboat  employees,  20a. 

Terminal  switching,  11a. 

Consideration  deferred — 

Carriers  parties  to  Decision  No.  2,  21a. 

National  agreements  unchanged,  2a,  5a. 

New  Orleans  Great  Northern  Railroad,  290a. 

Short  line  employees,  108a. 

New  rules  authorized  covering — 

Deadhead  service,  10a. 

Maintenance  of  way  employees,  501a. 

Shop-craft  employees,  222a. 

Terminal  delay,  55a. 

New  rules  declined  relating  to — 

Adjustments  to  settle  similar  claims,  315a.  ^ 

Baggage,  handling  of.  (Dn.  631.) 

Differential  rates  between  mountain  and  valley,  312a. 

Employment  of  switchtenders,  68a. 

Guarantees  in  assigned  service,  311a. 

Hostling  service,  316a. 
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Rules  and  Working  Conditions — Continued. 

New  rules  declined  relating  to — Continued. 

Local  or  way  freight  service,  310a. 

Minute  basis  for  payraent  of  terminal  delay,  314a. 

Relieving  enginemen  at  passenger  station,  313a. 

Riding  cars  in  yard,  67a. 

Seniority  rights  of  foremen,  65a. 

Option  as  to  acceptance  or  rejection — 

Eight-within-ten-hour  rule,  93a. 

Pay  day  regulations,  45a. 

Principles  to  govern.making  of  rules,  119a. 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules,  119a,  148a,  259a,  292a. 

Promotion  of  yardmen,  66a. 

Refusal  of  carrier  to  negotiate,  422a. 

Seats  on  locomotives,  76a. 

Shuttle-train  service,  175a. 

Time  card  rule,  abolishment  of,  488a. 

Runarounds : 

Brakemen  waiting  for  conductor  to  report  for  work,  28a. 

Crews  assigned  to  another  district,  24a. 

Disputes  withdrawn  from  Board,  100a,  102a. 

Freight  brakemen  used  for  extra  passenger  service,  321a. 

In  yards  after  coupled  on  train,  486a. 

Running  as  second  section  instead  of  first,  105a. 

Yard  crews  not  used  in  switching  service,  52a. 

Yard  crews  sent  out  on  main  line,  25a. 

Seniority  Districts: 

Districts  of  defined  limits,  460a,  463a. 

Tdmitation  of  , 50a. 

Rights  of  engine-house  clerks  within,  578a. 

Roster  to  be  furnished  representatives,  510a,  511a. 

Seniority  Rights: 

Abolishment  of  positions,  464a. 

Assignments  restricted  to  one  district,  362a,  367a. 

Basic  date  of  seniority,  132a,  354a,  5G9a,  571a. 

Change  of  classification,  effect  on,  505a. 

Change  of  management,  effect  on,  243a, 

Claims  arising  before  creation  of  Board,  72a. 

Confined  to  specified  districts,  50a,  460a,  463a. 

Consolidation  of  work,  effect  on,  462a. 

Derrick  engineers  and  firemen,  335a. 

Discrimination  between  white  and  colored  employees,  307a. 

Employees  not  on  seniority  roster,  534a. 

Engine  house  clerks,  578a. 

Engine  watchmen,  rights  to  positions  of,  335a. 

Forfeiting  of  rights,  65a. 

General  chairmen  representing  employees,  230a. 

General  foreman  assigned  as  bridge  foreman,  339a. 

Hostling  positions,  right  to,  317a. 

Promotion,  effect  on,  58a,  221a,  289a,  339a,  354a. 

Reduction  in  forces,  408a,  521a. 

Restored  upon  reinstatement,  145a,  146a,  224a,  326a,  329a,  399a,  401a,  402a,  403a, 
410a,  480a,  540a,  552a,  576a. 

Returning  to  former  positions,  289a. 

Right  of  apron  tender  to  make  displacement,  372a. 

Right  of  day  derrick  en^neer  to  displace  night  man,  340a. 

Right  of  laborers  to  positions  of  helpers,  549a. 

Right  of  matrons  to  exercise,  38a. 

Roster  to  be  furnished  representatives,  510a,  511a. 

Seniority  to  goA^em  assignments  when  qualified,  8a,  44a,  124a,  141a,  213a,  244a, 
251a. 

State  laws,  effect  on  assignment  to  positions,  269a,  345a. 

Track  laborers  with  less  than  six  months’  service,  523a. 
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Short  Line  Railroads : 

Request  for  increased  wages,  108a. 

Steamboat  Employees: 

Disputes,  method  of  handling,  147a. 

Rates  of  pay,  increases  in,  2a,  4a. 

Rates  of  pay,  reductions  in,  147a. 

Rates  of  pay  unchanged,  20a. 

Rules  and  working.conditions  unchanged,  20a. 

Strikes : 

Compensation  for  time  lost  account,  517a. 

Pay  for  time  laid  off  during  strike,  197a,  198a. 

Refusal  to  work  for  contractor,  257a. 

Threatened  general  strike,  299a. 

Sunday  and  Holiday  Service : 

Car  repairers,  543a. 

Coal  pier  employees,  542a. 

Discontinuance  of  Sunday  assignment,  383a. 

Express  employees,  305a. 

Foremen  on  monthly  basis,  546a,  547a. 

Maintenance  of  way  employees,  355a. 

Monthly-rated  employees,  114a,  209a,  210a,  233a. 

Pump  repairers,  541a. 

Saturday  half  holidays,  280a. 

Signal  department  employees,  407a. 

Stationary  engineers,  202a. 

Steam  power  plant  employees,  520a. 

Telegrapher  working  in  emergency,  374a. 

Warehousemen,  rate  of  pay  for,  387a. 

Terminal  Delay  and  Work  by  Road  Crews: 

Handling  passenger  equipment,  11a. 

Inspection  of  engines,  11a. 

Rates  of  pay  for  final  terminal  delay,  55a,  56a. 

Switching,  11a. 

Switching  on  turnaround  trip,  491a. 

Terminal  mileage  on  milk  trains,  482a. 

Unloading  car  of  cinders  in  yard  by  freight  crew,  323a.  ^ 

Terminals,  Changes  of: 

Right  of  carrier  to  abolish  freight  terminal,  31a. 

Right  of  carrier  to  change  home  terminal,  59a. 

Shuttle-train  service  to  new  terminal,  175a. 

Time  Clocks  and  Checking  in : 

Punching  clocks  outside  work  period,  42a. 

Time  Lost: 

Abolishing  positions,  account  of,  120a,  578a. 

Contracting  work,  account  of,  328a. 

Dismissals,  account  of,  137a,  550a,  576a. 

Failure  of  trains  to  run  account  snow  blockade,  27a. 

Foreman  whose  gang  was  laid  off,  231a. 

Investigation,  account  of,  85a. 

Notified  not  to  work,  574a. 

Reduction  in  days  of  weekly  assignment,  572a. 

Reduction  of  forces,  334a,  577a. 

Refusing  permission  to  make  displacement,  317a,  475a,  521a. 

Serving  on  election  boards,  account,  473a. 

Sickness,  account  of,  19a,  51a,  122a,  192a,  235a,  236a,  237a,  248a,  474a,  507a,  508a., 
509a,  554a,  556a,  561a,  562a,  564a. 

Strikes,  account  of,  197a,  198a,  257a,  517a. 

Suspension  from  service,  85a,  216a,  234a,  264a,  265a. 

Vacations,  account  of,  140a,  306a,  375a,  378a,  386a,  390a,  537a. 

Waiting  at  terminal  for  caboose,  35a. 
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Transportation  Act,  1920,  Violation  of: 

Reductions  of  wages  without  consent  of  employees,  91a,  110a,  121a,  174a,  332a. 
Strikes  prior  to  holding  of  conferences,  result  of,  299a. 

Transportation  Privileges: 

General  chairman  representing  employees,  333a,  530a. 

Shuttle-train  service  for  employees,  175a. 

Turnaround  Service: 

Changing  turnaround  to  straightaway  service,  481a. 

Disputes  withdrawn  from  Board,  95a. 

Method  of  computing  pay,  57a,  240a. 

Rearrangement  of  runs,  494a. 

Union  Labor  Membership: 

Rights  of  employees  to  membership,  224a. 

Vacancies,  iillmg  of: 

Assignments  to  be  made  within  limited  time,  304a. 

Assignments  to  positions  in  another  seniority  district,  362a,  367a. 

Chief  clerks  at  larger  stations,  87a. 

Duration  of  bulletins,  304a. 

New  positions,  89a,  389a. 

Fitness  and  ability  necessary  for  assignment,  46a,  213a,  251a,  257a,  345a,  458a, 
538a,  558a. 

Increased  compensation  of  runs,  effect  of,  324a. 

Nonclerical  positions,  239a. 

Positions  abolished  closes  dispute,  242a. 

Positions  increased  in  pay,  324a,  360a. 

Rights  of  laborers  to  position  of  machinist  helper,  549a. 

Right  to  trial  to  prove  ability,  8a,  44a,  124a,  151a,  392a,  475a,  577a. 

Shopmen  at  outlying  points,  409a. 

State  laws,  effect  on  assignments,  269a,  345a. 

Train  service,  temporary  vacancy,  35a,  307a. 

Vacancies  to  be  bulletined,  244a,  285a. 

Vacancy  to  be  bulletined  at  established  rate,  238a. 

Yard  service,  66a,  307a. 

Withdrawal  of  Application  for  Decision : 

Agreement  to  hold  conference,  422a,  512a. 

Ex-parte  request  for  withdrawal,  456a,  516a,  570a. 

Interested  parties  agreed  upon  settlement,  95a,  96a,  97a,  98a,  100a,  102a,  103a, 
310a,  311a,  312a,  313a,  314a,  315a,  316a,  317a,  346a,  348a,  427a,  428a,  429a,  430a, 
431a,  432a,  433a,  434a,  435a,  436a,  437a,  438a,  439a,  440a,  441a,  442a,  443a, 
444a,  445a,  446a,  447a,  448a,  449a,  450a,  451a,  452a,  453a,  454a,  455a,  485a, 
494a,  569a,  571a. 

Joint  reque^  for  withdrawal,  388a,  389a,  390a,  392a,  393a,  395a,  457a,  464a,  472a, 
493a,  509a,  568a. 

Work-Train  Service: 

Clamshell  work,  classification  of,  84a. 

Sunday  work  of  section  laborers,  355a. 

Within  yard  limits,  71a,  323a. 

Yardmen’s  rate  for  work-train  service,  79a. 

Yard  Service: 

Change  of  conductors,  effect  on  compensation,  69a. 

Request  for  certain  rules  denied,  66a,  67a,  68a. 

Runarounds,  claim  for  pay  account,  52a. 

Transferred  to  another  crew,  effect  on  compensation,  73a. 

Work  or  wreck  trains  in  yard  limits,  71a,  323a. 

Yardmen’s  rate  for  work-train  service,  79a. 

Yardmen  used  on  main  line  in  emergency,  25a. 
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B.  INDEX  TO  DIGEST  OF  ADDENDA. 

(Note.— The  numbers  following  the  index  subjects  refer  to  the  corresponding  paragraph  numbers  of  the 
Digest  of  Addenda;  e.  g.,  “lb”  following  the  index  reference  to  “Carriers  added  as  parties  to  decisions” 
refers  to  that  paragraph  of  the  digest  of  addenda  marked  “lb.”] 

Addenda  to  Decisions : 

Carriers  added  as  parties  to  decisions,  lb,  2b,  3b,  4b,  5b,  6b,  9b,  10b,  11b,  14b, 
15b,  17b,  18b,  20b,  21b,  22b,  23b. 

Classes  of  employees  added  to  decisions,  9b,  12b. 

Modification  of  decisions,  8b,  11b,  12b,  13b,  14b,  15b,  16b,  17b,  18b,  19b,  20b,  21b, 
22b,  23b. 

Organizations  added  as  parties  to  decisions,  7b,  9b,  10b. 

Rules  added  to  decisions  rendered,  16b,  19b. 

C.  INDEX  TO  DIGEST  OF  INTERPRETATIONS. 

[Note.— The  numbers  followdng  the  index  subjects  refer  to  the  corresponding  paragraph  numbers  of  the 
Digest  of  Interpretations;  e.  g.,  “13e”  following  the  index  reference  to  “Coal-bunk  laborers  assisting  bunk 
men”  refers  to  that  paragraph  of  the  digest  of  interpretation  marked  “13c.”] 

Classification  of  Positions  and  Rates : 

Coal-bunk  laborers  assisting  bunk  men,  13c. 

Disputes,  Method  of  Handling: 

Negotiations,  how  conducted,  23c. 

Labor  Board  Decisions,  Interpretation  of: 

Decision  No,  2 — 

Article  II,  section  4,  2c. 

Article  II,  section  6,  15c. 

Article  III,  section  1,  21c. 

Article  III,  section  2,  21c. 

Article  III,  section  3,  21c. 

Article  III,  section  7,  Ic. 

Article  IV,  3c. 

Article  VI,  4c,  5c,  6c,  7c,  10c,  11c,  13c,  14c,  20c,  22c, 

Article  VI,  section  1,  16c. 

Article  VI,  section  2,  16c,  18c. 

Article  VII,  section  3,  8c. 

Article  VII,  section  4,  8c. 

Article  XII,  21c. 

’ Article  XIII,  section  1,  19c. 

Decision  No.  119 — 

Provisions  of  decision,  23c,  24c,  25c,  26c,  27c. 

Addendum  No.  2,  28c. 

Rates  of  Pay : 

Application  of  increases  to — 

Arbitrary  allowances,  9c. 

Baggage  and  parcel  room  employees,  2c. 

Chore  boys,  15c. 

Combination  of  engine  and  train  service,  9c. 

Court  service,  9c,  12c. 

Deadhead  service,  16c. 

Deadheading  combined  with  other  service,  9c. 

Employees  leaving  service  prior  to  July  20,  1920,  19c. 

Employees  under  18  years  of  age,  15c. 

Engineers,  4c,  5c,  6c,  7c,  9c,  10c,  11c,  12c,  13c,  14c. 

Firemen,  7c,  9c,  10c,  13c,  14c. 

Freight  service,  7c. 

Guarantees  in  passenger  service,  22c. 

Labor  foremen,  21c. 

Local  freight  service  differentials,  17c. 

Messengers,  15c.  ^ 

Mine-nin  ser\dce,  6c. 

Monthly-rated  employees,  Ic,  3c. 
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Rates  of  Pay — Continued. 

Application  of  increases  to — Continued. 

Nevada  Northern  Railway  Co.’s  employees,  20c, 

Office  boys,  15c. 

Passenger  ser\dce,  4c,  5c,  10c,  11c,  14c,  22c. 

Santa  Fe  type  locomotives,  18c. 

Shifter  brakemen,  8c. 

Station  attendants,  15c. 

Supervisory  forces,  21c. 

Terminal  delays,  9c. 

Turn-around  service,  13c. 

Basic  schedule  wages  defined,  2c. 

Overtime — 

Basis  for  computing,  July  1 to  August  15,  1921,  28c. 

How  applied  under  Addendum  No.  2 to  Decision  No,  119,  28c. 

Passenger  service,  5c,  14c. 

Representation  Rights: 

Selection  of  representatives,  25c. 

Rules  and  Working  Conditions: 

Agreements — 

Conductors’  agreement  not  terminated  by  Decision  119,  24c. 

Engineers’  agreement  not  terminated  by  Decision  119,  24c. 

Firemen’s  agreement  not  terminated  by  Decision  119,  24c. 

Notice  required  before  change  is  made,  24c,  26c. 

Scope  of,  27c. 

Telegraphers’  agreement  not  terminated  by  Decision  119,  26c. 

Termination  of,  not  applicable  to  certain  employees,  26c. 

Trainmen’s  agreement  not  terminated  by  Decision  119,  24c. 

With  whom  negotiated,  25c,  27c. 

Yardmen’s  agreement  not  terminated  by  Decision  119,  24c. 

Procedure  for  handling  disputed  rules,  23c. 

D.  INDEX  TO  DIGEST  OF  LABOR  BOARD  REGULATIONS. 

[Note. — The  numbers  following  the  index  subjects  refer  to  the  corresponding  paragraph  numbers  of  the 
Digest  of  Labor  Board  Regulations;  e.  g.,  “2d”  following  the  index  reference  to  “Applications  to  be  con- 
sidered in  regular  order”  refers  to  the  paragraph  marked  “2d” 

Application  for  Decision : 

Applications  to  be  considered  in  regular  order,  2d. 

Applications  to  be  made  on  prescribed  form,  3d. 

Facts  to  be  set  out  in  application,  2d. 

Joint  submissions  urged,  4d. 

Number  of  copies  furnished  Labor  Board,  4d. 

Time  limit  for  filing  defense,  4d. 

Duties  of  Carriers  and  Employees : 

Conference  to  be  held  on  disputes.  Id. 

Parties  must  comply  with  the  law.  Id. 

Undecided  disputes  to  be  referred  to  Labor  Board,  Id. 

E.  INDEX  TO  DIGEST  OF  COURT  DECISIONS. 

[Note.— The  numbers  following  the  index  subjects  refer  to  the  corresponding  paragraph  numbers  of  the 
Digest  of  Court  Decisions;  e.  g.,  “5e”  following  the  index  reference  to  “Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic 
Railway  Co.  v.  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Railway  Co.  (271  F.  731)”  refers  to  the  paragraph 
marked  “5e”. 

Cases  Cited : 

Birmingham  Trust  & Savings  Co.  i;.  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Ry.  (271 

F.  731),  5e. 

Birmingham  Trust  & Savings  Co.  v.  Atlanta,  Birmingham  & Atlantic  Ry.  (271 
F.  743),  6e. 

Gregg  V.  Starks  et  al.  (224  S.  W.,  459),  2e. 

Mahoney  et  al.  v.  Washington  & Old  Dominion  Railway  (District  of  Columbia, 
Equity  No.  38189),  3e. 
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Cases  cited — Continued. 

St.  Louis  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Missouri  & Ncwrth  Arkansas  Railroad  (270  F.  796),  4e* 
Wendele  v.  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et  al.  (Kansas  Court  of  Industrial  Rela- 
tions, Docket  No.  3293),  le. 

Courts  Issuing  Decisions : 

Courts  of  Appeal — 

Kentucla%  2e. 

Industrial  relations  courts — 

Kansas,  le. 

Supreme  courts — 

District  of  Columbia,  3e. 

U.  S.  district  courts — 

Arkansas,  Eastern  Division,  4e. 

Georgia,  Northern  Di\dsion,  5e,  6e. 

Subjects  Covered  by  Court  Decisions: 

Discipline — 

Right  of  carrier  to  discharge  employees,  3e. 

Kansas  Court  of  Industrial  Relations,  jurisdiction  of — 

Decisions  aj)plicable  only  to  residents  of  Kansas,  le. 

Railroad  Administration  adjustment  boards,  jurisdiction  of — 

Disputes  arising  subsequent  to  Federal  control,  2e. 

Railroad  Labor  Board,  juris(Rction  of — 

Carriers  in  hands  of  receiver,  5e, 

Indi^idual  employees  without  provision  for  relief,  2e. 

Interurban  or  suburban  electric  railway,  3e. 

Kansas  Industrial  Court  Act  not  in  conflict  with,  le. 

Rates  of  pay — 

Receiver’s  right  to  change  wages  fixed  by  Labor  Board,  4e,  5e,  6e. 

Striking  employees  forfeit  right  to  hearing  on,  6e. 

Wages  fixed  by  Kansas  Court_of  Industrial  Relations,  le. 

Seniority  rights — 

_ Assignment  to  runs,  2e. 

Strikes — 

Right  to  hearing  of  employees  on,  6e. 

Transportation  Act,  1920 — 

Penalty  under  Sec.  312,  application  of,  4e. 

F.  INDEX  TO  DIGEST  OF  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION’S 

REGULATIONS. 


[Note.— The  numbers  following  the  index  subject  refer  to  the  corresponding  paragraph  numbers  of  the 
Digest  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission’s  Regulations;  e.  g.,  “If”  following  the  index  reference  to 
“ Croup  No.  1,  organizations  of  employees,”  refers  to  the  paragraph  marked  “ If.”] 


Employee  Groups  Authorized  to  Offer  Nominations: 

Group  No.  1,  organizations  of  employees.  If,  4f,  7f. 

Group  No.  2,  organizations  of  employees.  If,  4f,  7f. 

Group  No.  3,  organizations  of  employees.  If,  4f,  7f. 

Group  No.  4,  organizations  of  suborcfinate  officials,  3f,  4f,  7f. 

Management  Groups  Authorized  to  Offer  Nominations: 

Group  No.  I,  Association  of  Railway  Executives,  If,  4f,  7f. 


Nomination  of  Members  to  Railroad  Labor  Board: 

Labor  group  representatives,  nomination  of.  If,  3f,  4f,  7f. 
Management  group  representative,  nomination  of.  If,  4f,  7f. 

Subordinate  Officials: 

Classes  of  employees  included  in  “subordinate  officials,”  2f,  5f,  6f. 
Definition  of  term  “subordinate  officials,”  2f. 
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G.  INDEX  TO  DIGEST  OF  DECISIONS  OF  THE  ADJUSTMENT  BOARDS. 


WESTERN  REGION,  TRAIN  SERVICE. 

Abolishment  of  Positions : 

Cancellation  of  runs  while  away  from  home  terminal,  37g. 
Hostlers  at  helper  station,  35g. 

Assignment  of  Runs : 

Employee  not  available  for  work,  14g. 

Chicago  Joint  Agreement: 

Number  of  crews  to  be  assigned,  52g. 

, Reduction  of  crews,  34g. 

Classification  of  Positions  and  Rates : 

Switchtenders,  26g, 

Deadhead  Service: 

Method  of  computing  pay,  47g. 

On  request  of  carrier,  7g. 

Discipline : 

Dismissals — 

• Gallets,  J.  A.,  22g. 

Hamilton,  D.  H.,  30g. 

White,  W.  B.,  6g. 

Suspensions — 

Manning,  Fireman,  44g. 

Servis,  S.  S.,  51g-^ 

Held  Away  from  Home  Terminal: 

Home  terminal  of  made-up  crew,  Ilg. 

Use  of  ‘‘pay  period”  as  “service  period,”  47g. 

Helper  Service: 

Method  of  computing  pay,  42g. 

Taking  engine  to  terminal  for  repairs,  45g,  53g. 

Hours  of  Service : 

Beginning  and  ending  of  day,  Ig. 

Local  Freight  Service : 

Definition  of,  18g. 

Pilots  on  Passenger  Trains: 

Conductor,  right  to,  27g. 

Rates  of  Pay : 

Application  of  General  Order  No.  27 — 

Engine  foremen  and  helpers,  rates  for,  46g. 

Application  of  Labor  Board  decisions — 

Decision  No.  2,  31g,  32g. 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  for — 

Brakemen  in  passenger  service,  50g. 

Cancellation  of  runs  while  away  from  home  terminal,  37g. 
Conductors  in  passenger  service,  49g. 

Deadheading,  7g. 

Engine  herder,  28g. 

Held  away  from  home  terminal,  Ilg. 

Helper  service,  42g. 

Locomotives,  new  type,  2g. 

Mixed-train  service,  24g. 

Picking  up  and  setting  out  cars  en  route,  18g. 
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P:ifes  of  Paj' — Continued. 

Application  of  schedule  rules  affecting  pay  for — Continued. 
Runarounds,  5g,  8g,  9g,  13g,  17g,  19g,  23g,  40g. 

Side  trip  from  junction  point,  43g. 

Taking  engine  to  terminal  for  repairs,  38g,  45g,  53g. 
Turnaround  service,  4g,  lOg,  12g. 

Work-train  serance,  48g. 

Yardman  filling  temporary  vacancy  as  switch  tender,  21g. 
Overtime — 

Aftnr  arrival  at  terminal,  Ig. 

Putting  train  away  at  terminal,  16g. 

Rides  and  Working  Conditions; 

New  rules  declined  relating  to — 

Filling  water  cars  en  route,  36g. 

Rebraasing  cars  en  route,  36g. 

Runarounds : 

Crew  from  another  district  used,  5g. 

Increase  of  assignments  to  freight  board,  13g. 

In  yard  after  being  called,  23g. 

Loading  stock  at  terminal,  17g,  19g. 

^lade-up  crew  used  out  of  home  terminal,  9g. 

Not  called  in  regular  turn,  40g. 

Use  of  extra  man  to  fill  second  vacancy,  8g. 

Seniority  Rights: 

Brakemen  laying  off,  rights  of,  25g, 

Conductor  to  work  extra,  right  of,  15g. 

Firemen  displacing  hostlers,  41g. 

Temporary  vacancy  of  yardmaster,  20g. 

Temporary  vacancy  of  assistant  yardmaster,  29g. 

Tie-ups: 

Intermediate  points,  at,  S3g,  39g. 

Turnaround  Service: 

Combination  freight  and  passenger  runs,  12g. 

Method  of  computing  pay,  4g,  lOg. 

Withdrawal  of  Application  for  Decision: 

Joint  request  for  withdrawal,  6g. 

Work-Train  Service: 

Method  of  computing  pay,  48g. 

Taking  engine  to  terminal  for  repairs,  38g. 
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